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Foreword

\-‘9 The US Air Force’s Electronic Systems Division  group of speakers represented the military, aca-

(ESD) and The MITRE Corporation cosponsored demic, government and business communities and
their first annual National Security Issues Sympo-  was, in my opinion, one of the best ever assembled
sium on October 13 and 14, 1981. The focus of the to discuss this important subiec*

meeting was Strategic Nuclear Policy, Weapons The results of the symposi:: ~ gratifying.
and the €1 Connection. The symposiumoccurred =~ We spent two stimulating ana ‘ve days
during th period when the National Command discussing the strategic nuclea, .... . _, and every-
Authority was making an overall reevaluation of one came away with a better understanding of the
its nuclear policies, including decision-makingon  overall subject. In view of the importance of the

the B-1 bomber, the MX missile system, the Trident material discussed at the symposium, I believe the
system, and the improvement of command, control  proceedings valuable. We recorded the talks and
ications systems. Many of our coun- the question-and-answer sessions that followed,
try’s key prbfessionals who participated in these transcribed them and now present them to youin

decisions also participated in the symposium.Weedings. I hope you find them useful.
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Dpening Remarks

Lt. Gen. James W. Stansberry, USAF

Commander, Electronic Systems Division

Air Force Systems Command

n behalf of the Electronic Systems Divi-
sion, I welcome you to what I believe is
the first National Security Symposium
of this sort. It’s certainly the first ever
held in this area. I would like to steal a line froma
former President: “I believe that possibly this is
the greatest collection of talent ever assembled in
one room (at least on this topic) since Thomas Jef-
ferson dined alone at Monticello.” Frankly, we
started off very pleased with the response that we
were receiving to our invitations. Our pleasure
went quickly to awe, and at the moment we feel
somewhat overwhelmed. It couldn’t have hap-
pened at a better time for our Nation or for the Air
Force, since the President has called for a resur-
gence, a moving forward in the area of C*; and, in
particular, strategic C. Only a matter of days ago
we were accused of having been in on the deal all
along. Somebody said to me, “How in the world did

Cte

you manage to tirme this symposium to follow so
closely the President’s announcement?” And I re-
plied modestly, ““All proper planning.”

There is a good deal of serendipity at work this
morning. We are delighted that we have so many
people representing so many disciplines looking at
the whole issue of our strategic forces and the C
necessary to command them, to control them, and
to communicate with them. When planning for this
symposium was started, we thought it necessary to
beat the drums for C* (Command, Control, and
Communications). Qur worry was that, with all of
the money and resources going into the muscle of
our national security, perhaps the central nervous
system, C?, would get short shrift; we might build
all these systems and not pay enough attention to
the equipment that processes the procedures, and
to the hardware needed to effectively employ those
procedures in peace and in war.
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Lt. Gen. James W, Stansberry, USAF

We thought that this would be a good time to
bring together the right people who worry about
such things. Additionally, we were being a little
selfish. Sometimes we at the Electronic Systems
Division feel that we are not very well known in
this area. So we invited many people from Boston
and the Massachusetts area, to relate to them the
important role that this state and New England
play in national defense efforts. And as national
issues have come into focus with respect to the MX,
the B-1 bomber, and other strategic systems, we
thought this to be an ideal time to determine what
is really needed.

On behalf of the 800 officers, the 800 airmen, and
thousands of civilians here at ESD who represent a
center of expertise on C3,Iextend to youour warm-

PR TR LI VS Tha W IR W Y A S 1

est welcome. I have hopes that this meeting will
have a tremendous impact during the days ahead
as we try to structure improvements in Command,
Control, and Communications.

I would like to say one thing about MITRE. From
time to time it’s fashionable to pick at FCRCs (Fed-
eral Contract Research Centers), to deplore the fact
that not every job goes to.private industry. But I
want to tell each of you that without MITRE and
without MITRE's systems engineering capability,
there would be no Electronic Systems Division.
MITRE is a full-fledged member of the team here at
ESD. We enjoy the best of relationships. ESD is
truly in a partnership with MITRE in trying todo
what is needed for the security of this country.
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RobertR. Everett

President, The MITRE Corporation

was asked to say something about policy,

weapons systems, and C° relationships. And

that gave me a little trouble, because it seems

to me that the relationships are so obvious, so
intermingled, that it’s hardly possible to say any-
thing about them. But I worked at it for a while and
Iwill say a few things.

For instance, we usually say something like
“Well, policy comes first, and based on that we’ll
buy the weapons and we’ll buy whatever C* is nec-
essary to go with the weapons.” But life is really
much more complicated than that. We are involved
in the development of C? systems for many opera-
tions. They are a large responsibility. We don't
determine the policy, but we can certainly limit or
constrain the policy; and I think that’s one of our
major problems — not just to do what appears to
be necessary at the moment, or build those things
that we're asked to build, but to try to do our plan-
ning and our development in such a way that we

provide our leaders of the future with the options
and capabilities they will need. If we don’t do that,
the country may have to pay a high price.

The President has recently made some strong
statements about strategic policy, and I'll say a
couple of words about some of them. One thing he
emphasized is the need to be able to fight a nuclear
war. We really mean to have deterrents. Now war
fighting is a very complicated business, and nu-
clear war fighting is even more complicated. And
that means that not only must our strategic weap-
ons and command and control systems survive
long enough to inflict massive damage on the at-
tackers, but that they must also have the ability to
endure for a prolonged conflict.

What does this mean? We often think of strategic
forces and strategic capabilities as one matter, and
all the other military and civil facilities in the na-
tion as another. This is wrong. When talking about
strategic war fighting, we must recognize that the
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RobertR. Everett

tactical forces also have an important job to play,
and that they must endure as well. The population
of the United States must be protected; the na-
tional infrastructure and the fundamental services
must be protected as well.

We must renew our interest in air defense and
civil defense. Air defense hasn’t seemed very im-
portant because we haven't expected an air attack
early in the conflict. But in a prolonged conflict, we
must expect that airplanes will come, and we must
be able to do something about them. Therefore we
not only must build air defense systems, we must
build enduring air defense systems. And we must
build enduring warning and surveillance and con-
trol systems to go with them.

Civil defense is another poor relation, thought of
as akind of welfare for the populace. If we must
fight a prolonged war, then it’s necessary not only
to protect the populace but to protect the key work-
ers, the key facilities, the production and reconsti-
tution facilities, and things of that sort. All of these
must be carefully thought through.

As I said, when thinking about strategic forces
we sometimes think about them as being separate.
We also tend to think of them as pieces of dedicated
strategic hardware: missiles and satellites, or
radio satellites, things of that sort. It seems tome
that we really must think of them as capabilities
and not just as hardware. The hardware, along
with all the procedures and training and so on that
go with them, make up the capabilities. Also, we
can’t just depend on a small number of dedicated

assets. We tend to ignore the large number of soft
assets that exist in the country. For instance, the
country is knee-deep in communications of all
sorts. We tend to ignore that when we talk about
strategic communications and surviving communi-
cations.

We must consider these issues. We must look at
all of the communications that are necessary not
only for strategic purposes but, as I said earlier, for
reconstituting the economy and the government.
We must define and build the kind of C* which will
support the strategic policy of the nation, not only
today but in whatever form it may take in five, ten,
or 15 years when these systems will appear and be
useful. It is necessary that we put survivability
high on our priority list. It is necessary that we
design these things so that they are flexible and are
not just optimized for some particular purpose. We
have to pay more attention to redundancy, prolifer-
ation and diversity. We have to aim for enduring
capabilities rather than enduring facilities, and we
have to test everything as thoroughly and realisti-
cally as we can during peacetime so that it will
work if we ever need it. Many of these ideas are
self-evident. They're often given lip service, but
their implementation is not well suited to many of
the current DOD organizations and procedures,
and it may be that we need the kind of innovation,
planning, imagination, development, and experi-
ment in our acquisition systems that we expect to
get in our technical systems.
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tis good to be back among so many of my old
friends. And, of course, it’s especially good to
share with such a distinguished group some
thoughts on national security. I guess this
. truly does promise to be an outstanding event, and
g I think Jim Stansberry and Bob Everett really
' deserve our thanks for putting it together. I know
E that we have here some of the foremost experts on
:"l

strategic policy. I'm also pleased to hear that we
have such a fine cross-section of the Boston com-
munity represented; I think it is important for

: Hanscom Air Force Base and for the national secu-
rity interest to share these views with so many
from the Boston area.

i To many ways of thinking there is no better way
4 to gain national support for defense than to have a
5 fully informed public aware of the critical prob-

4 lems that we face. Exposure to the thoughts of ex-

: perts like these gathered here today is the best way
% I know for the public to receive a balanced view on
theissues. And, as we've heard, the timing of this
symposium could not be better, following as it
does the President’s recent decisions on strategic
initiatives.
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Commander, Air Force Systems Command
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Gen. Robert T. Marsh, USAF

After many years of relative neglect we're finally
getting underway with an effort to revitalize our
strategic deterrence systems. Still, these new stra-
tegic initiatives will be subject to hot debate during
the coming months. I'm sure many of you in this
room will be active participants in that debate, and
surely the sessions for the next several days will
give you ample opportunity to explore the issues.
I'would like to set the stage for that exploration by
reviewing the growing Soviet threat and discussing
the President’s program for correcting deficiencies
inour U.S. strategic system. Then I'll offer you
several challenges for your consideration.

Ibelieve it is essential to back away occasionally
and view the overall context of balance in perspec-
tive, for only then do the tremendous challenges we
face come into focus. A review of the last 20 years
reveals a dramatic change in the balance of power
between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. In the early '60s
the U.S. enjoyed undisputed strategic superiority.
But by the end of the '60s it was clear a change was
in the wind. Perhaps one could view the Cuban
missile crisis in ‘62 as a point of departure. Re-
member, we told the Russians to get their offensive
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Gen. Robert T. Marsh, USAF

weapons out of Cuba, and they had little choice but
todoc so. It's hard for us to realize the extent of their
international embarrassment and loss of face in
having toback down. But it is clear that that event
triggered a Soviet resolve never to suffer a repeat.
A quote from Chairman Brezhnev, talking some-
what later, in 1973, re-

have developed three new types of ICBMs since we
introduced our last one. They have deployed over
600 new ICBMs since we put our last Minuteman
Il in the field six years ago. And they have commis-
sioned over 60 new ballistic submarines since we
commissioned our last Poseidon some 13 years
ago. They produce a new

veals their intent. He fighter aircraft every
said, “A decisive shift in . . several hours, compared
the balance of forces will The Soviet Umon, to one every several days
be suf:h that, come 1985, With severe domcstic in the United States. In.
we will have forces to R . . the last four years, Soviet
exert ogr will wher]ive;'l economic dlffiClllthS R plarlzts turnedhout 13,500
we need to.” To make this . tanks, more than our
prec.iictior.l areality, the dCVOtcs more Of its entirfe invent.ory.
Sove Uionembarked scarce resourcesto | Thissmezngoupu
modernization a;lnd }:expan- defense than the te}:npqrary s}t:rge, eithelr.
sion program which con- . . The Soviets have great
tinues unabated today. nChCSt nation expanded their ingdus- ¢
Look at how things : trial capacity in recent
have changed. In 1962 we n the World' years, and it appears that
outspent the Russians by their past output can be

30 percent or more on

defense. In terms of 1982 dollars, we were spend-
ing some 170 billion versus their 130 billion. Not so
any more. By the end of the 1960s the combination
of increased Soviet emphasis and our declining
emphasis on defense caused the two military
spending curves to cross. In 1969 the Soviets
matched U.S. spending. From there on they have
consistently outstripped us. During the last dec-
ade, they spent over $450 billion more on defense
than we did. The Soviets now commit about 13
percent of their gross national product to defense.
The U.S. figure is five percent. What better indica-
tion of resolve and intent can there be than to see a
country with severe domestic economic difficul-
ties devoting more of its scarce resources for de-
fense than the richest nation in the world?

I admit that dollar comparisons alone can be
misleading. But my point is borne out by an exami-
nation of what the outlay of over $450 billion in
excess of ours bought for the Soviets in manpower,
equipment, and plant capacity. The U.S. and the
Russians each had about three and a third million
men and women under arms in 1970. Today we
have two million, while they have almost five mil-
lion. They outproduce us in almost every area.
Eleven and one-half to one in armored vehicles and
artillery tubes, 18 to 1 in surface-to-air missiles,
3to1inhelicopters, and 2 to 1 in submarines, naval
service combatant ships and tactical fighters. They

sustained. There are 135
major final assembly plants involved in producing
weapons in the Soviet Union. This tremendous
plant capacity is supported by over 3500 individual
facilities and related installations. Believe me,
those plants are used most efficiently. As one
weapon production cycle ends at a plant the next
begins, with no layoffs or down times. This proc-
ess, combined with ever-expanding new capacity,
gives the US.S.R. a sound industrial base capable
of responding quickly to changing needs or crisis
contingency.

The staggering list of Soviet production could go
on and on, but I'm sure the picture is clear. We face
an adversary possessing overwhelming numerical
superiority and growing steadily. But that’s not all.
The Soviet Union has made great strides in improv-
ing the quality of their weapons as well. They have
often stated their goal of superiority in science and
technology. And their growing military capability
reflects the achievements of a steadily growing
technology base. No longer is the sophisticated
MIRYV (Multiple Independent Reentry Vehicle) the
sole province of the United States. Soviet radars,
guidance systems, fire control systems, and air-
craft technology now rival those of the West. Of
even greater potential impact is the fact that they
are the acknowledged leaders in development of
directed energy weapons, such as high-powered
lasers and particle beams — weapons with the
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potential to alter dramatically the strategic bal-
ance of the future.

On a more down-to-earth scale, the Soviets apply
their technology rapidly and productively. They
typically field one-and-one-half to two generations
of new equipment to each one of the United States.
They often put new tech-

Gen. Robert T. Marsh, USAF

this view, however, because I see a far more
threatening purpose. I think they have set outon a
march torvard overwhelming strategic superiority.
Again, I recall Brezhnev’s words of 1973, ““To
exert our will wherever we need to." Ilook back
over the disturbing developments in Angola, Po-
land, and other troubled

nology into their fre- areas of the world, and
quent modifications of I conclude that the Sovi-
fielded weapons. The ets now feel unencum-
resultis a substantially Unless thc bered by the fear of
lower average technol- United States having their bluff called,
ogy age of deployed sys- . and feel free to pursue
tems versus those of the VlgOfOllSly pursucs aggressive policy wher-
iniedsiaiesTheso | defenscimprovements, | S herneds
ifmpress?ve tlechnical g we will be faced with tio;lalhopiniﬁn. '

orce to implement an . erhaps there is no
oversee their technology. one Afghamstan better demonstration of
Full-time Soviet scien- this than the case of Af-
tists and engineers en- aftCl' anOthcr' ghanistan. Here the So-
gaged in R&D work were viet Union rolled into a
estimated to number sovereign nation with
nearly 900,000 in 1980; impunity, against the

the U.S. had about 600,000. The Soviets graduated
300,000 engineers in 1980; we graduated only
58,000. We expect the Soviet engineer output to
increase dramatically by 1990. Qur output is pre-
dicted to peak at 65,000 in 1985 and then com-
mence a steep decline because of the
demographics.

This brings me to an area the strategic balance
has often overlooked — the impending loss of our
lead in technology. Due to our several years of
neglecting research spending, while the Soviets
have aggressively expanded their efforts, the days
when we could rely on technology to offset numeri-
cal deficiencies are ending. Soviet technological
superiority increases the risk of sudden break-
throughs and surprises, while our eroding technol-
ogy base and insufficient technical manpower
greatly weaken our flexibility to harness opportu-
nities in response. This technological imbalance is
areality that must be considered in developing
future strategic policy. It must be corrected just
like the imbalances in numbers of missiles and
aircraft.

What does this massive buildup of the Soviets,
and the resulting shift in the strategic balance,
portend for the United States and world peace?
One could take the view that, feeling genuinely
threatened by U.S. force, the Soviets sought to
rearm for national survival. I do not subscribe to

combined expression of outrage from most of the
world. The potential for future such Soviet excur-
sions is high, given the unrest and instability that
exist in crucial parts of the world, like the Persian
Gulf and the Mediterranean states. I am gravely
concerned that, unless the United States vigor-
ously pursues defense improvements across the
board to correct the deficiencies in our forces, we
will be faced with one Afghanistan after another,
and be incapable of affecting world events. We
have little time to act.

Our first and greatest emphasis must be applied
to the strategic forces, as the President has re-
cently done. Now, I am not implying that strategic
nuclear forces are the only answer to avoiding or
controlling Soviet aggression — far from it. I can
hardly imagine a more unstable situation than
relying solely on nuclear brinksmanship. It would
be horribly dangerous, and would certainly not be
perceived as credible policy. Rather, we must pos-
sess the forces in quantity, quality, and breadth to
affect events across the spectrum of possible con-
flict. However, it is an unfortunate reality of mod-
ern life that strategic nuclear forces remain the
ultimate deterrent, and inadequate U.S. forces in
this area would undermine the credibility of our
military forces as an instrument of national policy.

So permit me to concentrate on the most glaring
U.S. strategic deficiencies, and the administra-
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Gen. Robert T. Marsh, USAF

tion’s proposals for correcting them. First, let’s
examine our strategic bomber force. The Soviets
are continuously improving their capability to
detect, track, and attack the low altitude bomber.
In the near future these improvements will se-
verely threaten our current strategic bomber

= R L N R R e W W R o

attack in sufficient numbers to present an effective
deterrent. Thus we are faced with a de facto loss of
one leg of the strategic triad of bombers, ICBMs,
and sea-launched ballistic missiles. We would be
forced into the position, reflexively, of whether to
use or lose-our ICBMs. This would put a destabiliz-

forces’ ability to reach ing hair trigger on nu-
and strike assigned tar- clear war — a situation
gets. Today our force is any reasonable person
composed primarily of B- We must aPPlY wants to avoid.
s2s aproductal 1950: reasoned and horiessbout thesur
B-52is an extremely flex- deliberate management- based ICBMs resulted in
ible weapon system, we . 3 the President’s decision
have hadpt(; mike what to the President ’S to deploy the MX in su-
Slates to keep it corsent program, integratinga | PeCREECS o0
We must ackn;;wledge well-structured C3 to enhance survivability
that there are limits be- . . in th t recog-
et architecture with the e o (recoe
yond which co: ed nizing that along term
modification becomes : decision must be found
either impractical or fOl’CCS it sup p Orts. by 1984). This must be
excessively expensive. ' given highest priority in
We've reached that point, the future, and I will dis-

and a replacement is urgently needed.

We must depend heavily on the bombers in the
coming years while we take steps to strengthen our
land-based and sea-based missiles.The B-52 cannot
fill the bill, and we do not have the time to wait for
the advanced technology bomber. But the B-1 can
fill the bill; it will be able to penetrate the Soviet
defenses well into the 1990s, and will provide time
to develop Stealth technology and prove that it
really works. Furthermore, the B-1 will make a
good cruise missile carrier and conventional
bomber, even after it can no longer penetrate,
Stealthis deployed, and all B-52s are retired.
Therefore, both bomber programs are critically
needed and deserve your support.

Next let’s examine the situation of our land-
based ICBMs. Here we are faced with an immedi-
ate threat of disturbing dimensions and
consequences. The term “window of vulnerability
has very real meaning. Based on Soviet writings,
the Soviets’ operational plans for their strategic
rocket forces (the largest missile force in the
world) point to a preference for seizing the initia-
tive through preemptive attack on our nuclear
forces and command and control wings. Obviously,
U.S. ICBMs would be high priority targets in such
an attack, and the Soviet threat during this decade
would become so severe that we could have little
confidence in our missiles surviving a preemptive

”

cuss it further in a moment.

Another element in the President’s strategic plan
is a marked increase in continental air defense. We
have not heard much about this subject since the
late 1950s. And the state of our air defenses cer-
tainly reflects a lack of interest. As to bomber
warning, we are dependent on the Distant Early
Warning (DEW)Line, deployed in the 1950s across
the top of the continent. When deployed, it was a
very good early warning system against World War
11 type aircraft. But the threat has changed. As to
interceptor capability, we depend upon a few air-
craft, very few, designed in the 1950s; we have not
built or deployed a dedicated interceptor since
1960. The President has acted to correct these defi-
ciencies by proposing acquisition of F-15 aircraft
to fill the interceptor void, and the addition of at
least six AWACS and new ground-based radars for
CONUS bomber warning and interceptor control.

The last element of the President’s decision
which I will discuss — improving command, con-
trol, and communications — provides new empha-
sis for this often neglected subject, and for that
I was particularly gratified. New bombers and
missiles cannot be effective unless we provide the
decision-maker the means of employing these
weapons under all conditions. Therefore an endur-
ing C3 system is essential to give the decision-
maker adequate time and information to select an
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appropriate response. It also provides a strong
deterrent, by letting our enemies know that we still
have the ability to exercise our force during and
after a major attack. Right now we do not have an
adequate capability; our systems are soft and
poorly integrated. The President’s program will
correct these deficiencies by providing new sys-
tems and enhancing and hardening existing ones.
This wil not be a simple task of just throwing
money at the problem and amassing a variety of
equipment. That's been tried before, and has ended
in confusing frustration. We must apply reasoned
and deliberate management to the President’s pro-
gram, integrating a well-structured C3 architecture
with the offensive and defensive forces it supports.

I could go on for some time with this subject, but
Ifear that I'm eating into your time for panel dis-
cussions. Therefore let me conclude by offering
two challenges for your consideration. They repre-
sent areas of greatest concern to me, and we all
would benefit from your most creative and expert
thought.

The first challenge deals with immediate prob-
lems. As you consider policy issues, it will be very
tempting to use as a springboard the baseline
reflected in the President’s decision. This is, of
course, appropriate. However, I would urge you
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thoughts about how to deal with the near term,
new policies, new ways to employ existing re-
sources, ways to milk the last ounce of capability L
out of existing systems, will be most helpful, and
will be a productive outcome of this symposium.
The second challenge concerns the MX program.
As the President has stated, silo basing is a tempo- ‘
rary measure filling a gap until a permanent solu- 4
tion can be found. By 1984 we must find and J
implement a lasting solution. This certainly will .
not be easy. The last 15 years have seen exhaustive ]
study of the question, and as yet no solution has !
surfaced that meets all the criteria of military
effectiveness, cost considerations, and environ-
mental requirements to the satisfaction of all con-
cerned. I urge you to give careful thought to this
subject during your session on weapons systems
perspectives.  will not ask you to create a new ba-
sic concept, but your thinking on the role of MX in
the context of future policy would be most helpful.
Consider the policy implication for force employ-
ment options of some of the key alternatives the
President mentioned: deep underground basing,
long duration air patrols, and ballistic missile de-
fense. See how they fit, and see how the program
should be molded to fit your perspective on future
strategic nuclear policy. Or, from the other view-

not to overlook the significant period immediately  point, how future policies might have to be molded h
ahead — before the next-generation systemscanbe  tofit the MX variance. .
brought on-line. We cannot assume that we have Well, ladies and gentlemen, I'll conclude on this o
suddenly slammed shut the “window of vulnerabil- note of challenge. I trust that the brief review of k
ity” simply by virtue of having made significant strategic balance and the issues surrounding it will 3
strategic decisions. The window will not close until  be useful during your discussions. I know that each
L the improvements the President has directed are and every time I review where we stand in light of ?

2S5 put into effect. We will see some effects asearlyas  our adversaries’ growing might and the events of .

- 1985 or 1986; others will take until the 1990s to recent years, [ have a feeling of renewed urgency o

¥ appear. In the meantime our policies must be re- for buttressing our defenses. I hope you share this =

- sponsive to challenges to our nation from whatever feeling and my enthusiasm for getting on with the 5

¢ quarter. Simply stated, for the immediate future job at hand. Thanks for letting me speak to you, and '

= we have no recourse but to ensure our national Thope you have a really productive symposium. R

;'.-;? security with the strategic policy instruments we Thank you. 3

& have on hand, items which reflect national deci- 3

.. sions of years far past. Therefore your best B
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Gen. Russell E. Dougherty

USAF-Retired

Executive Director, Air Force Association

spent last week in SHAPE, and the week be-

fore at the Atlantic Treaty Association in Eu-

rope, and I would like to report that things are

somewhat in a state of disarray there. The
consequences, I think, begin to come home to you
when you see 250,000 protesters assembled in a
university town of only 25,000 population. You
read that church groups in Europe chartered 34
trains and 4,000 buses to bring those people from
Belgium, the Netherlands, Denmark and Germany.

Then I picked up a vignette on the demonstration

against Al Haig in Bonn that maybe we didn't see
over here. A very strident, irate young woman
among the demonstrators was interviewed by a TV
announcer. The announcer said, ‘“Why are you
doing this?”’ She said, “‘I hate Secretary Haig. I hate
him so much that if I had him in the sights of a rifle
Iwould feel no qualms at all about pulling the trig-
ger.” And the announcer asked, ‘“How do you feel
about Minister Ustinof?"’ She said, “I don't know
him.”

This is an unexplained situation. We have allies
in France — people who share our heritage, who
share our security interests, who share our free-
doms — violently demonstrating against 500 or so
weapons that are two, three, or four years from
being in Europe. But there are no demonstrations
at all against the 750 or so Soviet weapons already
deployed in and around western Europe that can
reasonably be expected to be targeted on Europe.
This is an anomaly of our times. How could they
demonstrate against something we're talking
about doing, with no demonstration, no interest, in
what has been done?

Where is the constituency for restoring relevant
strength? Much of it is in this room. And I think,
not to be political but to recognize a fact, that
there’s a major hope in the White House, in the
Security Council, in the State Department and in
ACDA. The President’s decisions are such that I
think he's batting .900. That’s twice as good as Ty
Cobb did in his best season, and that’s pretty good.
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Gen. Russell E. Dougherty

I think his decision to improve air defense is right
on. I hope the people in this room share that view
because we were in a position where we were offer-
ing a very effective cheap shot to anybody who
wanted to take us on. We were offering almost a
freeride.

We're plugging that hole, and we're starting
down a path that may offer a great opportunity to
reverse the view that, since we cannot protect
against missiles, why bother to protect against
aircraft?

I think the decisions that the President has an-
nounced on C? will be welcome in this environ-
ment, in ESD and in MITRE. Thank God we have
ESD and MITRE to handle the task if even a small
portion of the President’s decision gets Congressio-
nal support and long-term application. And if it
doesn’t get long-term application, God help us,
because we’ll be back to bandaids and moderniza-
tion through spare parts. There’s going tobe a tre-
mendous resource investment however we look at
it, and we're going to hazard indigestion if we
aren‘t careful, as a nation and as acommand. The
concern will be that we can’t invest it wisely, that
we can’t invest it thoroughly, that we will be ineffi-
cient in our decisions, and wind up with a situation
described like this: you've got the Navy, the Ma-
rines, and the Air Force and they can’t talk to each
other without buffers. How do you expect to get
our allied nations talking to each other? How do
you expect to get a true global capability when you
have different baud rates and you have tohave a
different set of equipment for your interface?

These are problems that I don't think we should
drag out and overemphasize as I have seen done. If
the President is batting .900 on that decision, and if
you're disposed to agree with that, you know that
the decision as a whole is the thing that we should
look at first. The facets of it with which we may
individually disagree or have great concern about
— and I have concerns in regard to the MX basing
option — don’t diminish the effectiveness and the
bravery of the major decision.

If efficient missiles are proposed for our subma-
rines, you'll hear the canard “first strike.” Remem-
ber that’s a decision as to use; it doesn't affect the
efficiency of the weapon system. For years we have
been saddled with inefficient weapon systems for
application to bona fide targets. We have been
working with a collection of various types of ineffi-
ciencies. We've tried to overcome them as best we
could through planning. Why must we build less
efficient weapons than we can build with extant
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technology, just because of some political canard
that they might be used as a first-strike weapon?

Ifeel good about the B-1. Some people say,
“You're going to build an antiquated airplane.” I
think the people in this room know it’s not going to
be an antiquated airplane. And one thing that im-
pressed me about the B-1 decision is that we are
going to get badly needed, modern, long-range op-
erational equipment quickly; plus, we are continu-
ing our serious development of advanced, low
reflectivity aircraft for the future.

Iam not at all opposed to pursuing the advanced
technologies that in a conglomerate sense we call
Stealth. I think we’re doing exactly the right thing,
but I think there’s a fragility about it, based mainly
on lack of thorough understanding. A fragility be-
cause we haven't really wargamed it yet. We
haven't put a real devoted red teamon it to see
what a red team can do. By watching the Soviets we
might find out what a red team can do. But we
know what we can do with equipment like the B-1.
The command can digest the B-1B capability, plan
for it, use it immediately with confidence. This
unmeasurable but vitally important capability of
an operational force to assimilate a new weapons
system into its inventory and to make it opera-
tional quickly is a real plus. .

And we can do that with the B-1B. We know its
vulnerabilities, because they’re real — they're not
esoteric. Some, in the areas of electronics, counter-
measures and counter-countermeasures, we'll
have to learn about, of course, but by and large we
know how to employ that weapon system, and the
charge of vulnerability is not one that we should let
lie. We know how to handle vulnerabilities because
all of our military forces have them. We know how
to plan around vulnerabilities.

The other charge against the B-1B is, “It won’t
penetrate.” Can anybody here define “penetrate?”
There are probably as many images of penetration
as there are images of war in this room. There are
some penetrating tasks that the B-1 cannot be ex-
pected to do, and we won't do those. On the other
hand, there are things that it can be expected to do
very well, and we can exploit those things.

An airplane such as the B-1, with electronic mod-
ernization, with aluminum that’s new, with instru-
ments that are new, with aradar that's
state-of-the-art, and with a family of weapons sys-
tems that goes beyond just conventional nuclear
ordnance, is vitally important for us. It gives
needed flexibility. But I don't think we've really
developed a thorough appreciation of just what a
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long range combat aircraft such as the B-1B, witha
good armament suit, can do for us across the spec-
trum of conflict. We've never had that armament
suit before. We’ve never yet had a really first-rate
family of conventional weapons.

Cruise missiles: I've been studying the European
theater nuclear problem
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those being talked about, because I don’t think they
warrant the weapon that we're going to put in. But
I think the weapon is badly needed, and I'm glad
we're pressing on with it. At the moment, I think we
go from here on faith until the Administration
makes up its mind. Some of you served on the
Townes committee. You

for some time, and cruise

didn’t come up with a

missiles remote from . very cohesive report ei-
Europe would very capa- Deter renceis ther. You came up with
bly serve to bala:nce en- more than iust our one px:inciple that was
emy targets against our vae negative, but what about
ability to put them at mﬂltary , more than the the positive principles?

risk. But they lack per-
ception. There’s an old
saying in Europe that's

capability we engineer,
design, produce and

Sowe're just going to
have to go through all of
this again. A lot of people

worth keeping in mind: . in this room share with
“The perceptions are the make operatlonal . me the 20 years plus that
realities.” All of us who ’ . we’ve been agonizing
have served in Europe as It’s also the Wlu over these basic options.
much as six months come No doubt, this is a tre-
away recognizing the Of our p Cop le. mendous decision; but, I
truth of that statement. trust the President’s mo-
This country is not im- tives and I want to help.

mune to that allegation. In our country the percep-
tions are the realities, too. And one of the negative
things about an external cruise missile system is
its lack of perceptivity in the actual territory of
NATO Europe.

This, to me, drives the logic of the decision on
theater nuclear force. The weapons we'll put there
with the Pershing I, and the weapons we'll put
there in ground-launched cruise missiles, are inte-
gral to the territory they are to defend. Not because
that’s enough weaponry to attack the whole range
of targets that are now there, or to attack those that
will be there, but because such weapons systems
put those targets ““at risk,” something we cannot
now do. If  were asked, based on four tours of plan-
ning responsibility in Europe, “'Is there a single
thing we can do to keep stability in this area of di-
rect confrontation that has the potential for being
sovolatile?” It's not that simple a problem, but if
there were a single answer I would say, ‘‘Put at risk
the second and third echelon reinforcements that
the Soviets would move to shore up their in-place
forces.” In my judgment, if we could do that and do
it well, and do it so that the Soviets would perceive
that their reinforcement echelons were really at
risk, then we would have a good chance of keeping
that situation stable indefinitely.

MX: I'm concerned about the failure of the Presi-
dent to select a basing option. I'm concerned about
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1 want to say one other thing, and then I'll quit. I
want to tell the story of Doctor, Professor, Colonel,
General Abe Lincoln, Political Science Depart-
ment, West Point. Many of you in this room know
him as former head of the QEP, a cabinet officer,
one of the great intellectuals of our time, a practi-
cal intellectual. He came into our seminar in the
National War College and wrote something on our
blackboard that is indelibly burned in my memory:
“Capability times will equals deterrence.” Simplis-
tic, useful to any level of sophistication. Capability
times will equals deterrence. Then he backed off
and said, “‘Notice I've written a problem in multi-
plication, not a problem in addition. You must
think of deterrence as a product — not a sum. If
either factor is zero, the product is zero."

It's the will of this country that I think deserves
our greatest attention. Not just the will of the
United States, but the will of our allies, too.

This is why we must constantly make the case
that deterrence in the modern world is everybody's
business. Deterrence is more than our military,
more than the capability we engineer, design, pro-
duce and make operational. It's also the will of our
people, and that can’t be offset by any quantity of
capability, because there are two basic factors in
the equation, and if either of them is lacking, the
other is diminished. The will is expressed in the
way people in the military, and people working
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with the military, are treated. This is why the mili-
tary pay raise had far more importance to me than
just 14.3 percent, or increased allowance for haz-
ardous duty, or this, that or the other. It repre-
sented an expression of the will of the nation to do
something in the long term about the people who
are committed to its security process.

Here is one of the things that is so critical to the
will of our people. It’s a historical perspective, but
Ithink it's accurate. Qur nation, for the first time,
is faced with the necessity of maintaining, perhaps
indefinitely, a quality force — a well equipped,
competent force in being — without major reliance
on a muster of the civilian militia. This critical
reliance on forces in being has only happened in
our lifetimes. Look back at our nation's history,
and look back at the history of other nations. In our
country, we have always fought our battles with
the civilian militia. We've oftentimes kept the arms
stacked, or we've had cadres that were experi-
enced; but, in crises, we've called up the militia,
issued them equipment, mobilized, fought with our
militia — and then demobilized them almost
completely.

But we've got to recognize that we can no longer
rely on calling up the militia, of whichI was a part
and many of you may have been a part. It’s anew
ballgame, made new and different by modern
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technology. Technology has brought us to the point
where we’ve got to maintain a force that is relative
to the threats we face; a force that is in being, well
equipped, capable; a respected military force, but
one that is a part of the fabric of our society, nota
perturbation in our civilian pursuits that just
needs us now and then.

Yes, modern deterrence is everybody’s business,
not just yours who supply, think, design and engi-
neer, build, procure, man, and equip. It’s every-
body’s business.

The resolve of this nation — our will — gets ex-
pressed in so many ways. Such as: “Where are we
going to put our missile systems?” The decision is a
major indication of resolve, or the lack of resolve.
What will the Europeans say when we demonstrate
that we haven't got the guts to put our missiles
where we live and instead want to put them far
away somewhere, as if we were spectators in our
own defense rather than participants? They can be
very efficient military weapons, but they must be
coupled to our will as a nation. Remember, the
perceptions are the realities, and never was that
more true than in the nuclear issues we face. I hope
our nation has the “guts” to hang in there for the
long haul. If we don't, we can’t expect to deter the
threats of today — or tomorrow. Deterrence is
everybody's business.
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Dr. Edward Teller

Senior Research Fellow

Hoover Institute of War, Revolution and Peace

Stanford University

few months ago, I found myself on the

top of a rock in a place called Erice. This

is supposedly the place where Odysseus

met the Cyclops. I was there for a discus-
sion, at the request of the Pope I understand, about
the consequences of a nuclear war. As usual, there
were some hawks and some doves. It was remark-
ably easy to tell them apart. All the hawks argued
that we should defend the American people and
save as many lives as possible. On the other hand,
the doves suggested we should throw as many mis-
siles on the Russians as possible.

This insanity is the direct consequence of a pos-
tulate which is as unshakable as most of Euclid’s
postulates (one of which has been shaken inciden-
tally). It is a consequence of the postulate of mutu-
ally assured destruction (MAD). I have heard some
subdued doubts expressed about MAD in the last
few days, and I want to voice an unsubdued doubt.

In 1945 we had a nuclear explosion which was a
thousand times bigger than any explosion before. A
few years later, a fusion explosion bigger again by
almost another factor of one thousand led some
people to the obvious extrapolation of a doomsday
bomb. Peculiarly enough, bombs did not continue
to grow in destructive power. Weapons became
more sophisticated in many ways — ways about
which all of you should know. However, many of
you are not allowed to learn about this because you
do not have security clearance. We are continuing
to keep secrets from you, secrets with which the
Russians are completely familiar.

There is, however, a new tendency in weapons
work. One can clearly notice it in the set of activi-
ties at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.
The early atomic bombs were considered good for
one thing, destruction. This was not just an opin-
ion, this was a fact. We are now working on nuclear
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weapons for defense. I claim that this development
will succeed. I have a suspicion that, asis true in
many cases, the Soviet Union may be ahead of us in
this military application as well. Therefore, quite
apart from the fact that the MAD doctrine is simply
mad, it is also unstable. The moment that someone

that I am sure it will not be accepted except in the
course of time. Nonetheless, it is worth serious
thought. I am an opponent of an American first
strike in any shape or form. I believe that the ma-
jority of the American people will never approve of
it. It is a remarkable historical fact, although it has
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o has a good defense, MAD been somewhat exagger-
X", no longer works. ated, that the pecple of
Inan unclassified and the United States have
=X therefore incomplete only been really united to
Pt way, I can offer two fight during one war —
N familiar examples of Iaman the Second World War. If
2 nuclear weapons for one looks carefully and
2] defense. While familiar Opponent Of an dismisses the arguments
\ in name, in their present Amefican fifst Strike presented about past
o more elaborate form they ] successful wars, one
i are much improved and 1nany Shape finds in each case a lot of
s can be made even more deep disunity. World
O3 effective. One example is or fOfm . War I had a minimum of
o the neutron bomb. As that because Roosevelt
anyone knowledgeable was wise enough to wait
3 will tell you, thisisnot a until the country was
bR neutron bomb, but it has really united.
~-;2 something to do with I remember that when
o bombs and neutrons so the name will serve. Iimmigrated in 1935, I was very impatient, and I
o The extensiveness of Soviet propaganda about became upset and unhappy during the next few
N this weapon suggests that they are really scaredof ~ years. Why didn’t the United States do something?
o7 its defensive effectiveness. “This is a real capitalist Inretrospect, I think I understand that only by
j bomb which will save property and destroy only waiting could we have been really effective. I am,
2 people.” It is probably unnecessary for me to for that reason, absolutely opposed to any talk
- explain how this argument should be properly about or consideration of a first strike.
2 formulated. It does seem peculiar to disparage a We should clearly, in words and in action, re-
Y weapon that spares both defended villagers and nounce the possibility that we would ever use nu-
their simple possessions and in a practical sense clear weapons first on enemy territory. However,
- kills only the invading military personnel. we should be completely free to use nuclear weap-
." Y

A neutron bomb is a small explosive the main
effect of which is prompt radiation. It is exploded
at an appropriate distance above the surface so
that heat, shock and fallout effecis can be com-
pletely neglected. At worst, a few windows will be
broken. However, people directly under the bomb
will be killed, and those a little farther away will be
incapacitated and will die irom the effects. At a
mile distant, people are completely safe. So, as the
ir.vaders approach, the people in the invaded area
must flee to assure their safety. However, failing
that, if they go into a reasonably deep cellar — not
even a very elaborate one — they can remain in
complete safety even directly under the bomb. The
whole attack lasts only a second, and it is effective
against troops, tanks and airplanes.

1 would like to make a rather general, far-
reaching suggestion — far-reaching to the extent

ons wherever and whenever we wish on our own
territory for defense. If there is an invasion of
Western Europe, we will want to use the most
effective defensive weapons — those that will not
inflict undesired damage on our own side and that
will stop the enemy’s invasion. If our allies approve
(and one must assume that they will once they
understand the elementary facts), neutron bombs
can stop the 40,000 Soviet tanks. It won't be easy,
but it could be done. Further retaliation, should it
be decided upon, should be against Russia and not
the Eastern European hostage nations who are our
potential allies. This is half my story.

The other half is similarly familiar. It is the ques-
tion of defense against incoming ballistic missiles.
Although we have no treaty prohibiting research on
ballistic missile defense (BMD), we do have a treaty
which limits the deployment of such a system,




C Lt e laag wat et cumh Ry i g T e e T T T TR TN T TR T T T T T T T T T
.

v 4
BN
LR I
4

Dr. Edward Teller ,i

e

IR
[

Pe and this understandably results in less emphasis explosive power — mounted on cheap and agile

onresearch. The President’s announcement, most  missiles. The small explosives won't interfere with
fortunately, reverses that trend. We now have a radar, and at the altitude at which they would
chance at least to go ahead with research. explode over our country, they would dono dam-

Perhaps, by telling a story, I can best explain why age whatsoever except to the incoming missiles.
Isostrongly favor BMD and in fact favoreditlong ~ Most importantly, they greatly increase the chance

ago when it was called of stopping the attack.
ABM. The most agreeable Zraket. Edward, you
experience I had in the didn’t cover this subject
1969 ABM debate oc- in your talk, but will you
curred when I was in- comment on the Presi-
vited toIdaho by the Pcrhaps R dent’s message on strate-
media. They held a con- gic programs and, in
vention at the hotel in by tel]ing a StOl'Y, particular, on the
Glacier National Park : bombers — the B-1 and
just before it was opened Ican bCSt Cxp laln the advanced technology
to the public. We had the Why I1sO strongly bomber?

hotel to ourselves, and Teller. The President'’s
the weather was beauti- faVOI' BMD. message was a very long
ful. I went out for a walk, step in the right direc-
and a few people came tion. He did mention, for
along with me. That instance, ballistic missile
afternoon, I was intro- defense. He did mention
duced in the following civil defense. Now as to
way: “This morning Dr. Teller went out forawalk ~ bombers, I think the B-1 is absolutely necessary.

in the sunshine. A few hundred feet from the hotel, I believe that the advanced technology bomber

he picked up a big stick, and I asked Dr. Teller what  (Stealth) should be subject to very careful scrutiny
the stick was for. He said, ‘It’s to use against grizzly because there is a possibility of countermeasures.
bears.’ L asked him, ‘Don’t you know that abigstick One should try to evaluate how easy and how obvi-

is of no use against grizzly bears?’ The doctor re- ous these countermeasures are. Honestly, I don’t
plied, ‘Yes, L know, but I hope the grizzly bears know the answer. I can argue for and against the
don’t know!’ Dr. Teller will now talk about the advanced technology bomber. I hope that in a few
ABM.” months I will know which argument is stronger
Idon’t want to identify myself completely with and whether it’s much stronger.
the man who introduced me. First of al}, there was However, the President did not mention one
aflaw in his anecdote. I have a little difficulty in thing that I wish he had. We have cruise missiles.
walking, but I didn’t want to explain the stick on These are stupid beasts, totally preprogrammed to
that basis, soIlied. Nonetheless, the story illus- do one certain thing. I would like to see small
trates a point that is often overlooked. When we planes and missiles, unmanned, with which we can

begin to introduce ballistic missile defense, weare  have reliable communication links. For instance,
not going to know if it will be effective. Therefore,  the B-1 could be the mother ship containing the

the Soviets won't know whether or not it is effec- crew which receives observations from these un-
tive either. The Soviets are not gamblers. There- manned vehicles and then gives orders to them.
fore, even an imperfect ballistic missile defenseis =~ Our advantage in electronics puts us in a position
agood deterrent. where we can do better than the Soviets in this
Several types of ballistic missile defense are particular area. One might eventually develop this -
being discussed currently. For example, some peo-  idea to the point where the people directing these D

ple say that we can have such accuracy now that we internetted unmanned vehicles could do it from
don’t need to use nuclear explosives. Nonsense! We CONUS.

cannot afford to give away any potential advantage Small unmanned vehicles could be extremely ,
in constructing a ballistic missile defense. Onecan  useful. They could do almost anything — recon- o
use lightweight nuclear explosives — small ones naissance, defense, attack. They would be expenda- -

like the neutron bomb of fifty or one-hundred tons  ble, and they would be numerous. The cruise
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Dr. Edward Teller

missile is a healthy, although not very long, first
step. I hope that more will happen in this area.

Nye. If we had several billion dollars to spend on
civil defense, what would be your priority?

Teller. We are not going to have the absolutely
essential money at once. However, I am confident
because of the President’s message and because of
other signs of interest from people close to the
President that civil defense will no longer be com-
pletely neglected. At the same time, the amount of
money will be limited. I believe that civil defense is
most important and is the best possible deterrent.
The Russians do not want to hurt us. The Russians
only want to wipe us out. If the United States sur-
vives an all-out conflict in any shape or form, the
survivors will not be in the soft and peaceful frame
of mind that the majority of our citizens now pos-
sess. The Soviets know that Americans could be-
come very dangerous. Therefore, they are unlikely
to attack unless they are sure that the United
States would cease to exist an an independent orga-
nized unit.

To ensure our survival, what is the first step?
Iam almost completely convinced that the Soviets
will not attack us without first evacuating their
cities. This would enable them to keep their casual-
ties below the level they experienced in the Second
World War. They have made the necessary prepa-
rations for an evacuation, and I doubt that they
would fail to use their plan. A Soviet mass evacua-
tion would be noticed. If it occurs, we must engage
in counterevacuation on a voluntary basis. Idon’t
share the view that having observed Soviet evacua-
tion we should fire our missiles. Instead the Presi-
dent should explain that Soviet evacuation had
been observed and that staying in the cities was a
great risk. He should then give the phone number
at which everyone could obtain information about
what to do, when to leave, where to go, how to help
one’s neighbors, and other information.

How much money would be needed to have this
amount of preparation? I don’t really know, but I
think to get this exodus organized, to have fallout
shelters (and perhaps mild shock shelters as well)
established in the evacuation areas, with food and
medicine for a few weeks, would cost about two
billion dollars.

Ido not think that this amount of effort is suffic-
ient. We will need hard shelters for essential work-
ers who have to remain behind and for other
services which would have to be provided in an
evacuation. This will take more money. In the end,
I believe that total expenditures over five years will

hP PP WP A W . 4 bt bl

amount to five billion dollars. Compared to our
defense expenditures, this one billion dollars per
year would be the best spent of all our money. Not
only would civil defense save lives in case of an
attack, but it would protect us against blackmail.
Without civil defense, if the Soviets evacuate, we
either have to fire our missiles (which I don’t want
to do and which in the end would not be a feasible
action), or we have to acquiesce to any demand that
might be made.

Question. Am I to understand that you believe
that the United States will limit its options to using
nuclear weapons only in response to a nuclear
attack?

Teller. I think that this is entirely possible. I am
by no means certain. I wouldn’t even care to put
apercentage probability on it. However, if we
develop ballistic missile defense, we can frustrate
anuclear attack. In establishing ballistic missile
defense, I agree with those who think the first ele-
ments we should defend are our silos. These are a
very sharply defined pinpoint and are thus more
easily defended. The system, once established, can
later be expanded to defend the whole country. We
have to start somewhere, and defending our capa-
bility to strike back — our deterrent force —is a
reasonable beginning. This step will not allow us to
abandon MAD but will be a considerable step
toward shifting MAD toward MAS: mutual assured
survival.

Kahn. I just want to make a comment on the
Roosevelt thing which may be of interest. I was at
many Army information meetings in World War II
where soldiers got up and said, “How come we
declared war on Germany?" and many in the audi-
ence would repeat it, ““Yes, how come?”’ And the
answer was very simple: we didn’t. Many influen-
tial Americans went to Roosevelt and said, “You
have got to declare war on Germany. Otherwise we
will lose the situation.” And the pressure from his
staff was really fantastic. And I think we should
have declared war. I would have if  had been in his
position. For reasons that we still don’t know
today, four days later, Hitler declared war on us.
We still don’t know why. It was probably the big-
gest mistake he ever made. And the reason I men-
tion that today is that I think the issue is a very
important one. That we should make the kind of
announcement that you're making, “Don’t shoot
first against the other country.”

Let me make one other quick comment. I believe
Edward (Teller) is absolutely right, that for five
billion dollars over five years, this nation could
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buy an extraordinarily useful evacuation ability.
Indeed it is probably the cheapest effective weapon
system we can buy and it is incredibly important.
Idon’t know what the question is, but maybe you
can answer it.

Teller. I will answer you, but I will not answer
whether or not what you asked was a question. I
will contradict you, which is not nice of me because
you agreed with me. Obviously I am a very aggres-
sive character. I want to contradict the statement
that Hitler’s biggest mistake was to declare war on
us. It was a very big mistake, but Hitler made so
many big mistakes that I really don’t know which
was the biggest. I believe it was extremely wise of
Roosevelt not to declare war on Germany but to
wait and give Hitler this chance to make a mistake.
Hitler detested and underestimated the United
States. Hitler was the kind of gambler who is
superb when he’s winning and incredibly stupid
when he’s losing. It was practically foreseeable
that he would always take an aggressive stance. Up
to a certain point, it paid off. After that, it was a

Ciui hase St i g e e W

Dr. Edward Teller

terrible mistake on his part. This is absolutely
clear with the wisdom of hindsight.

Had we fought the Second World War with as
incomplete a dedication as we brought to the First
World War, then Hitler would not have been mak-
ing a mistake. Looking back on history with 20/20
hindsight is a terrible impediment to understand-
ing. One should always ask how it could have gone
differently. What would have happened if the Na-
zis had used the jet aircraft they possessed at the
beginning of the Second World War? What would
have been the result if Hitler had given timely per-
mission to retreat? I can go on and on with the
incredible mistakes Hitler made. We tend to forget
that as things turned out, Hitler still almost won,
even though the United States was working against
him with truly unprecedented unity and dedica-
tion.

My main point in these comments is to inject a
bit of uncertainty where I think uncertainty does
belong. Thank you very much, Herman, for your
provocative non-question.
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: Session I ;
: Factors in Development of
b Strategic Nuclear Policy B

Introduction: o
Professor Paul M. Doty A
2
Director, Center for Science and
International Affairs, Harvard University e
DAY
S FE
b
rofessor Pipes will gofirst, followed by General Brown. That will give you ———
; the theory and the facts. Then General Rowny will speak of the arms con- R
g trol options and the planning, and Marshall Shulman will provide the cri- ]
X tique. Each speaker will deliver his ideas within about 15 minutes and will o
. then answer questions for 5 minutes. That will leave 40 minutes at the end of the ]
3 session for a general discussion among the panel members and more questions S
from the audience.
r It seems to me that we all owe the organizers and managers of this conference a
y vote of appreciation for the excellence of their timing, because it is only this week
) that so many things have come into place. The budget is set, the strategic package

is set, and the dates of the beginning of TNF and SALT negotiations are set. The
Soviets have not gone into Poland, the Middle East scene turned around several
times just last week and, in fact, everything seems to be settled except AWACS for
' Saudi Arabia. So, against that temporary halt in fluctuating background, we can
pause and look at the scene.

21




8

IR IS

Y
i
-
..
.
-
x
By
.

;.
[
[

K]

I Pt A Nk S )

T ety 2002 8 ;I'

L 1m 22 e an -1 A ¢ b S INE S b i)

Dr. Richard Pipes

Senior Staff Member,
National Security Council

he subject of our conference is factors in
the development of strategic nuclear pol-
icy. That, at this particular point, really
means the development of a strategic
nuclear policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, in the
sense that the strategic nuclear policy in the
present generation involves essentially the two
superpowers. In the years and decades to come we
may well have to concern ourselves increasingly
with the problem of nuclear proliferation. It may
be that in the twenty-first century the real problem
will derive from proliferation, simply because the
strategic balance between the two superpowers is
more easily controlled than that among many
smaller powers. Nevertheless, the problem which
faces us now is that of the strategic race between
our two countries. When considering what the
factors in the development of strategic nuclear
policy should be, we must concern ourselves not

N T PRI

only, and not even primarily, with the technical
capabilities of our systems (offensive and defen-
sive), but with the technical capabilities, and above
all, with the strategic theories and intentions of the
other superpower.

Astonishingly little thought has been devoted to
this subject until recently. Essentially, the deter-
rent which we built up in the 1960s was devised, as
far asIcan tell, against a theoretical model of what
adeterrent ought to be, with virtually no attention
being paid either to Communist ideology or to
Soviet military strategy, or to the whole mode of
thinking known under the label of Marxism-
Leninism.

When I wrote my article in Commentaryin 1977
which dealt with this problem I originally intended
tocall it “It Takes Two to Tango," but my editor
thought it did not sound serious enough and he
changed it. It eventually appeared as “Why the
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Dr. Richard Pipes

Soviet Union Thinks It Could Fight and Win a Nu-
clear War.”

When I first became involved in these matters, I
was astonished at how little attention was paid to
Soviet theory and intentions. I could never under-
stand, and to this day cannot understand, how seri-

the Soviet side that it would be to ours. Conversely,
we always underestimated the immense impor-
tance which the Soviet leaders attach to political
command and control and political survival as the
highest good, which they are not willing to sacri-
fice.

ous people could Now let me very briefly
construct what they goover the factors that
thought would be a credi- make up the Soviet stra-
terallsainterdedto We developed Lake these factors into
deteri a spe;ific grcl)(up of a deterrent account in preparing our
people, without taking . own strategic posture,
into account the values of that WOUId detel' us if and in fact, we have done
those people, their par- . so in the recent program
ticular traditions, their wWE wWere RUSSlanS ’ bUt of strategic reinforce-
ff‘:ars, 33}? thei{' ambi-d Which Would not rr}:ent. ?ne is, offC(l)]urse,
tions. Why we ignore . the militancy of the un-
thataspectof itisastory nCCCSS&rllY deter derlying Soviet doctrine,
et and o theRussians. | Mhichisachldofsoca
except perhaps to point tially a mid-nineteenth
out two contradictions. century doctrine, based

Oneis that, toalarge
extent, our strategic posture has been devised by
scientists and engineers, who tend to be influenced
by positivism — broadly speaking, a theory which
tends to ignore history, historical traditions, cul-
tures, and things of that kind as largely irrelevant.
Secondly, many of the natural scientists, engineers
and political scientists tend to be rather of a liberal
persuasion. I have noticed, in my experience, that
the attitude of liberals toward Russians and to-
ward the Soviet Union tends to err on the side of
generosity, largely out of condescension and con-
tempt for the Russians. I think the further you go
toward the right on the spectrum of political opin-
ion, the more respect people have for Russian
prowess and the less condescendingly do they treat
them. But whatever the reason, we devised a deter-
rent strategy that I think was faulty, and is now
being corrected, because it did not sufficiently take
into account Soviet culture and Soviet military
theory.

We developed, therefore, a deterrent that funda-
mentally would have deterred us if we were Rus-
sians, but would not necessarily deter the
Russians. In particular, we have paid major atten-
tion to the destruction of cities and industries,
what we call ‘“values” of human beings and means
of production, believing that this threat would
deter them, because indeed it would deter us,
whereas it is by no means quite the deterrent to

24

on the premise that all
life is conflict, that someday in the distant future,
when all class structure disappears, there will be
no conflict, but that on this earth as we know it, it is
inevitable — this is the kind of world it is. One can
cite many quotations to that effect. My favoriie
comes from Lenin, who said *‘As everybody know <.
peace is merely a breathing space for war.” Ord;
narily he was very careful not to make such biuns
pronouncements, but every now and then they did
slip out. In another speech he said (I paraphrase),
“Of course the triumph of socialism or communism
over capitalism, while it is inevitable, may not ever
be accomplished except through a series of the
most horrible wars between the two systems.” This
is deeply imbedded in the ideology that is conflict-
oriented.

Secondly, because the system is so oriented to-
ward triumph, it does not recognize the principle
of parity, which ultimately stabilizes the world and
accepts the status quo. The Soviet elite can never
accept parity in anything that matters, that in-
volves power, because to do so would be, in effect,
to give up the ultimate objective of the system.

Thirdly, and perhaps in some ways more directly
applicable to what I'm saying now, the Russians
seem to have decided scmetime in the late 1950s
(after a very thorough study of the kind that Idon't
believe has been undertaken in this country) that
nuclear weapons have become the centerpiece of
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modern warfare, that they are the decisive weapons
of modern warfare, that the revolution they have
accomplished in warfare is as fundamental as that
which gunpowder brought about when introduced
in the early modern age. The distinguishing quality
in their view of strategic weapons is not their de-
structiveness, as we would think, but their ability
to achieve strategic objectives prior to tactical and
operational objectives. Russian theoreticians say
that, for the first time in the history of warfare,
they have a weapon which can right away achieve
astrategic objective — the destruction of the
enemy’s will and ability to resist. And the rest of
the military operations, tactical and operational,
are fundamentally mopping-up operations.

This stands in complete contrast to the whole
history of warfare, where victory was achieved
through a series of tactical operations leading
toward a strategic end. Having decided that, they
have proceeded to develop an awesome strate-

gic force.

Fourthly, Soviet thinking is to a very large extent
dialectic thinking. This is a much abused term, but
I'm using it in a rather specific sense, to mean that
they do not see subjects as being defined by their
own essence, but by their relationship to their op-
posite. This means, in effect, that they do not think
in the either/or terms characteristic of our mode of
thinking, but in modes of thinking in which seem-
ing opposites are closely related. Specifically, for
example, they do not see war and peace as being
contraries, but rather as ultimately related phe-
nomena, so that you have war going on when there
is peace and peace going on when there is war.

In relation to strategic weapons, let me call your
attention to some examples. They do not see deter-
rence and war fighting as opposites, they are parts
of the same phenomenon. They do not see offensive
and defensive weapons as antithetical. Finally,
they do not see strategic weapons and theater
weapons as being contraries, in the sense that we
distinguish them. They’re all part of the same spec-
trum of continuities. It is rather sobering to think
that the Strategic Rocket Forces of the Soviet Un-
ion control all weapons with a range of 1000 kilo-
meters or more. That embraces a wide spectrum
which we regard as long-range theater weapons —
they all come under the same command. The dis-
tinction which we draw between INF and strategic
weapons does not exist in the Soviet command
structure.

These are some of the examples of the ways in
which they think. We have to understand and

Dr. Richard Pipes

incorporate them in our ways of thinking to build
credible deterrence. Deterrence, of course, is the
only sensible way of dealing with this problem,
which we have created for ourselves by the inven-
tion of nuclear weapons. But the deterrent, to be
effective, has to be credible. It will not do to speak
of “unacceptable damage," a term I've never found
a proper definition of. You have to develop unac-
ceptable damage in the framework of Soviet think-
ing. And that is above all not human casualties,
which the Russians can bear in very large num-
bers, nor destruction of property, which they have
also shown they can assimilate, especially if the
stake is the triumph of socialism or capitalism, but
destructinn of weapons, communications and con-
trol, and the political system as a whole. That is the
vital nerve.

Our strategic package as now devised is more
credible as a deterrent than what we had before,
because it is adapted to that way of thinking. I
think it therefore will be far more effectiveasa
pawn or a collection of pawns for trading in arms
negotiations. The people who run the Soviet Union
are not madmen; they are not suicidally inclined. If
we create a deterrent, as we are about todo in the
next few years, which will respond to their concep-
tion of what deters and what vulnerabilities they
have, I think we will be able to engage in meaning-
ful arms neaotiations of the kind we are now trying
tolaunch under the name START (Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks). But to be able to do that we have
to create a deterrent which is conceived in terms of
Soviet anxieties and the Soviet view of the world,
and which therefore does threaten with a credible
second strike capability. I think that’s what we're
about to do.

Question. How could you modify your state-
ments on Lenin when applied to China?

Pipes. I am no expert on China. Let me say that
when I visited China two years ago I was struck by
the immense differences between Chinese and
Soviet ways of thinking. The Soviet way of thinking
is determined not only by ideology, of course, al-
though I stressed ideology, but also by historic
tradition and by culture. These are vastly different
from those of China, which is far less aggressive
generally. What struck me in China in contrast to
Russia was the tremendous depth of Chinese cul-
iure. By that I mean culture not only with a capital
“C"” but with a lower case “c": village culture, an
ancient culture which makes these people, I think,
more content with themselves and their mode of
life and therefore less aggressive.
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Dr. Richard Pipes

Idon’t detect a particularly aggressive element
in China, either in their behavior or in their theory.
Communism, of course, is essentially an aggres-
sive, expansionist theory, but inand of itself I don't
think it is quite as menacing as when it's coupled
with a national tradition that is expansionist.

Question. Did you say

Soviet job is easier than ours. We are trying to do
what we can, but as the readers of the newspapers
know, it is a very difficult thing to do. The only
effective move against nuclear proliferation was
taken by Israel a few months ago (air attack on
Iraqi reactor), and it did not earn the gratitude of
the world for that move.

that political and eco- Question. In the recent
nomical deterrence can past we've been advertis-
be applied instead of . . ing, in newspapers,
mililt)al\)ry deterrence? The Soviet Union ?l:%ough s‘;::pg:iums
Pipes. No, I didn’t say is strict about such as this, and in
that. What I meant to say, . . speeches on television,
to oversimplify, is that nonpr oliferation: the extreme weaknesses
it’sa distinction between . . f our strategic and con-
countervalue and coun- none of its allies :entional forg;:es and our
ever were purely coun. gets nuclear weapons. | conmen, S
tervalue, and we are not We have amuch tems. Is not this an en-
purely counterforce to- . couragement to the
day, but the stress has hal'dCl' ] Ob . Sovietgs toact more
shifted. We thought in boldly in the next five
the 50s and 60s that the years? Or do you think
destruction of —I forget they will sit by and wait
what figures MacNamara used, what proportionof  until we build up our systems to a greater strength

Soviet industry and what proportion of population
we had to be able to destroy to create a credible
deterrent. I don’t know where he got his figures,
why he thought this would be a credible deterrent,
why he thought destroying, I think he said, one-
third of the Soviet populatior. and two-thirds of
Soviet industry would be a deterrent. Why not fifty
percent of both?

Our present deterrent is geared toward attack-
ing military objectives, command and control, and
the nerve system of the Soviet leadership — that
whole system which confronts us. In Soviet terms
this is far more menacing, and therefore itisa
great inducement, first of all not to strike, and sec-
ondly to come to the negotiating table, than the
previous one had been.

Question. Could you say something about nu-
clear proliferation?

Pipes. The Soviet Union is strict about nonprolif-
eration. It makes quite certain that none of its al-
lies gets nuclear weapons. This was one of the big
factors which led to a break between the Soviet
Union and China. We have a much harder job, be-
cause our allies are technically more advanced,
and we have no way of forbidding them to manu-
facture nuclear weapons and no effective way of
preventing them from selling them, or at least sell-
ing the technology. From this point of view the
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and parity?

Pipes. First of all let me respond that the Rus-
sians do not act on the kind of information that
they get from newspapers. They have their own
sources of information, and they deal with the in-
formation very realistically. We don’t know what
their SIOP is, but they make no secret of the fact
that communications and control are very high on
their target list. In the various books and articles
written on the subject in the Soviet Union, some of
them classified and subsequently declassified in
this country, they make this very evident. I person-
ally do not believe that the Soviet Union would
launch a preemptive nuclear strike against the
United States out of the blue, no matter what the
balance of power is. I just don't think that is in the
cards. The great danger is that, in a world crisis in
which there is an escalation of hostility between
our two countries and where both begin to alert the
forces and so on — where indeed war between us
becomes possible — at that particular point they
might strike preemptively.

In other words, the Russians draw a distinction
between what they call preventive war and pre-
emptive strike. They do not believe in preventive
war, while they do believe in preemptive strikes.
Now, if in the next few years such a situation
should arise, we would be in a position of risk. But
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even there they would really have to be convinced
that war is about to break out and that we might
launch a preemptive strike against them, and that
is a matter of obsession with them. In other words,
to answer your question, I don’t think the mere fact
that there is imbalance between us and them, now
and in the coming few years, would tempt them to
strike. It might tempt them, however, during this
interval, to use their military might increasingly to
engage in political blackmail — to force us to do
things, or to throw their weight around in various

Dr. Richard Pipes

parts of the world and force us to back down the
way we forced them in Cuba in 1961. That is, I
think, a very high risk. Some people believe that in
1973, during the October War, they already did
that, when they more or less forced us to apply
pressure on Israel to hold back its forces and not
engage in a full-scale attack on the Egyptian Third
Army, which was trapped. That sort of behavior is
very likely to occur in the next few years when the
‘“window of vulnerability” is open.
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Maj. Gen. James L. Brown, USAF

Assistant Director for Joint Chiefs of Staff
Defense Intelligence Agency

would like to explain very briefly my job. I

supervise the part of the Defense Intelligence

Agency concerned with current intelligence,

intelligence support to the Chairman of the
Joint Chief's of Staff, the Joint Staff and numerous
other consumers, and management of the DOD'’s
Indication and Warning System. I will focus on
what the Soviets have done and what they are do-
ing to expand and improve their strategic power
projection capabilities.

As we in intelligence endeavor to accomplish our
task against the Soviet Union, we find ourselves
confronted with probably the most paranoid and
secretive national power structure in the world —
the one housed in the Kremlin. Other speakers
today will address this aspect of the Soviet Union
in greater detail, but I must emphasize that it poses
an enormous problem to those of us charged with
reading the minds of the Soviets, to prevent them

LT S e e e gl e g el s o

from doing us ill. Their propaganda and disinfor-
mation frequently appease those nations and
groups which would otherwise be concerned, often
by obscuring the facts. Nevertheless, from what we
have been able to learn, we in intelligence remain
convinced that the Soviet Union does indeed con-
tinue to wish us ill and is preparing for the contin-
gency of strategic nuclear war, both in terms of
weapon systems and, too often overlooked, sup-
porting systems. It is not presently clear whether
they will restrain their developing programs as the
U.S. tries to re-establish an arms limitation dia-
logue, but we don’t think they will.

Soviet leaders themselves often say that the bal-
ance of political, military, and economic power
which they call the “correlation of forces,” con-
tinues to shift in their favor. They do not as often
emphasize that the shifts they perceive in the “cor-
relation of forces” most often result from intense,
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Maj. Gen.James L. Brown, USAF

expensive efforts on their part rather than from
moral support for their system of social value. In
fact, the continuing modernization of Soviet and
Warsaw Pact military forces far exceeds the mili-
tary assets they need to simply preserve their terri-
torial integrity. Rather, the scope and pace of
Soviet military modernization underscore the
present leadership’s goal of expanding Soviet
global power and influence, while simultaneously
improving their strategic nuclear war fighting
capabilities.

At present, there are three identifiable groups of
offensive strategic weapons in the Soviet military:
Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (or ICBMs), Sea-
launched Ballistic Missiles (or SLBMs), and
manned bombers. All these strategic strike forces
are centrally controlled from Moscow by the
Soviet National Command Authorities. The ICBMs
are organized into what the Soviets call the Strate-
gic Rocket Forces or SRF. There are currently
about 1400 operational ICBMs, representing five
separate classes, in the SRF inventory. The SLBM
force includes a total of 950 missiles, of three sepa-
rate types, deployed aboard 62 nuclear-powered
ballistic/missile submarines. Their manned
bombers are found in Long Range Aviation (LRA)
and its naval equivalent, and these forces include a
total of about 1000 aircraft.

Let’s look first at the characteristics of Soviet
ICBMs. As noted earlier, the Soviets now have a
total of about 1400 operational launchers (see
Figure 1). The SS-11 and SS-13 constitute the third-
generation class of Soviet surface-to-surface mis-
siles. They do not have Multiple Independently
Targetable Reentry Vehicles (or MIRVSs), have rela-
tively poor accuracy, and are largely being phased
out in favor of the fourth generation SS-17,

é SOVIETS HAVE ABOUT 1,400 )
STRATEGIC MISSILES
@ LAUNCHER RELOADS
@ ACCURACY IMPROVING
LX) 8 nn =y
AANGE (sm) 5000+ 5000 100e  §500e NS00+
PROPELLANT LI  SOLID  LIVID LW Lwe
v 1 1 ) 10 )
\. J
Figure |

$S-18 and SS-19. This conversion is now virtually
complete. Over half the deployed ICBM launchers
now contain these more modern missiles. These
new generation ICBMs represent significant
advances in technology. They challenge the quali-
tative advantages the United States has enjoyed in
the areas of accuracy and MIRVs. Moreover, they
maintain the established Soviet advantage in
throw weight. Their deployment has been accom-
panied by large expenditures in hard launch silos,
ICBM launcher reloads, still more improved accu-
racy, and more flexible solid-propellant ICBMs (in
lieu of the current liquid-propellant ones). Develop-
ments in the Soviet ICBM force represent a poten-
tial destabilizing factor in the strategic balance
which must be constrained by verifiable SALT
agreements, or countered by the U.S.

The second component of Soviet strategic forces
is their 62 modern, SALT-accountable Yankee/
Delta SSBNs, which have 950 SALT-accountable
submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM)
launchers. They also have some older non-SALT-
accountable ballistic missile submarines. Because
of the improved range (over 4500 nautical miles) of
their SLBMs — the Delta subforce can reach the
United States from Soviet home waters. In addi-
tion to the 62 modern SSBNs currently in the oper-
ational order of battle, more Delta IlIs are believed
to be under construction. Also the first of a new
class of very large SSBN, the Typhoon — the length
of which (530 feet) nearly equals the height of the
Washington Monument — was launched in Sep-
tember 1980. The 20 missiles this new SSBN will
carry are expected to use solid propellants and be
MIRYV capable.

The manned bomber also remains an integral
component of Soviet strategic forces. Weapons
carried on the Backfire, Bison, and Bear bombers
are evenly divided between gravity bombs and air-
to-surface missiles. The Soviets continue to pro-
duce bombers; they now have about 300 of these
types with about 30 Backfires per year joining the
force. The new Backfire bomber is becoming an
increasingly significant portion of the force. Some
140 of these aircraft have been deployed in Long
Range Aviation (LRA), and Soviet Naval Aviation.
When launched from Soviet Arctic bases, or from
deeper bases if refueled, the Backfire is capable of
delivering weapons anywhere in the United States.

There are about 30 Bisons that have been reconfi-
gured as tankers and they may be looking at modi-
fying some IL-76 Candid transports for this
purpose. Some Bears are configured for reconnais-
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sance missions. Inaddition to the heavy bombers,
the LRA has some 400 TU-16/Badger and TU-22/
Blinder medium bombers. These forces could be
employed in an intercontinental role by using es-
tablished staging bases on the Soviet periphery,
but more likely will be used against targets closer
to Soviet borders.

Ma2j. Gen.James L. Brown, USAF

indications of substantial Soviet interest in parti-
cle beam technologies which may have application
for defensive weapons.

In other matters, during the last several years,
the U.S. intelligence community has become more
aware of the magnitude of the Soviet civil defense
efforts. These efforts are

Anoverall assessent of led by a Deputy Minister
the Soviet strategic nu- of Defense who directs
clear threat must include about 115,000 full-time
Svenwell asoffensive. The Soviets Theannua cost ofthe
forces. The Soviet em- have made clear program is at least the
phasis on strategic de- 2 . equivalent of $2.3 billion
fense contrasts sharply thfough thCll' actions dollars. The civil defense
with_ ours. The $oviets that they rel‘ect program incll{des protec-
retain a strategic defense . tion for all major sectors
establishment consisting the notion that critical to survival of the
of 10,000 operational . . o Soviet staff, including
surface-to-air missile HUClcaf war1s SlllCldC. hardened key headquar-
launchers (or SAMs), ters; dispersed and hard-
6,000 air surveillance ened command and
radars, and 2500 dedi- control facilities with
cated interceptor air- hardened communi-

craft. They continue to upgrade these forces and
are still deploying the low altitude SA-3 system,
the SA-5 high altitude area defense system, and a
new strategic SAM, the SA-10, as well as new
interceptors.

The Soviets currently maintain a total of 32 anti-
ballistic missile launchers for the defense of Mos-
cow and continue to upgrade their early warning
radar systems. In addition to the assets dedicated
to the strategic defense of the homeland, the Sovi-
ets also have large numbers of frontal aviation
aircraft and ground force SAMs to augment their
air defense. What we know of them, however, leads
us to believe that planned U.S. low altitude tactics
and systems can be successful against these Soviet
defenses. However, the U.S.S.R. is pursuing R&D
efforts on components for a new ABM system and
is continuing an aggressive development program
in radars and electro-optical systems designed to
improve the low-altitude and passive defense capa-
bilities of their surface-to-air missiles.

We are also particularly concerned about Soviet
investment in advanced technologies for strategic
defense. It’s in the area of directed energy weapons
that a revolution in military technology could
occur. The scope and degree of the Soviet commit-
ment is quite large, with facilities known to be en-
gaged in high energy laser development growing
substantially in the past decade. There are also

cations equipment; shelters for key industrial
personnel and equipment; procedures for reconsti-
tuting essential industrial capability; and planned
evacuation or sheltering of the urban population.
From the nature of these activities and voluminous
Soviet literature on the subject, it is evident that
the Soviet civil defense program has at least these
three objectives: survival of the leadership, reduc-
tion of casualties, and distribution of essential
supplies.

In sum, the Soviets have made clear through
their actions that they reject the Western doctrine
of mutually assured destruction (MAD) and reject
the notion that nuclear war is suicide.

Next, I would like to add to the scope of the
theme of this symposium some consideration of
Soviet expansionism as it applies to strategic war-
fighting, both nuclear and non-nuclear. In the last
two or three decades, the Soviets have made
largely successful efforts to improve their overall
strategic posture, at our expense, in terms of
access tofacilities and resources.

We all happily remember their failure during the
Cuban missile crisis in 1962, and their ejections
from Somalia and Egypt. The Cuban missile situa-
tion, in particular, was a clear attempt to gain a
strategic nuclear warfighting advantage through
geographic position. However, though it and other
related initiatives have been defeated, we cannot
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To bring this all together, let me end by saying
that those of us in intelligence who are charged
with keeping tabs on all that our potential enemies
might be capable of — or might be trying todo —
have been perhaps the most concerned segment of
the Western body politic. As we added to the list of
challenges posed each day by the Soviets, it didn’t
seem to us that the list of useful proposed solutions
grew nearly as fast, and concrete steps to counter
the threat seemed even slower to take effect.
There's been an indication of a healthy change in
the recent past and we sincerely hope that forums
such as this one will help keep the improvements
coming.

Question. If you were sitting in the Kremlin,
what weight would you give to China?

Brown. Well, they are apparently considerably
concerned with what'’s going on in China as evi-
denced by what they've done along their border; by
their buildup in the Far East, without any draw-
down in their NATO capability; by the locations of
many of their ballistic missiles, which pose a
threat to China; by the buildup in terms of fortifica-
tions along the border. There is no doubt that the
Soviet leaders are considerably concerned about
China. Perhaps I would say they are more con-
cerned than I would be if I were Soviet at the cur-
rent time. Their concern with China has not,
though, detracted one bit from their investment in
forces to fight the war in Central Europe, nor to
curtail their exporting subversion throughout the
world. So they are very concerned with China and
1 think they will continue to be in the future and
T hope we can encourage them to continue to con-
sider the Chinese to be a significant force.

Question. Do you favor the supply of American
arms to China?

Brown. I'd like to see it for both Chinas. Yes, 1 do.

Question. Would you estimate the loss to Soviet
military effectiveness resulting from the situation
in Poland in the last year; it was the largest satellite
army?

Maj. Gen.James L. Brown, USAF

Brown. As | mentioned earlier, one of my jobs is
current intelligence and we've been very busy this
last year. We are approaching what we believe to
be our third crisis in Poland. The earlier two times
we saw Solidarity doing things that no country has
ever done before to the Soviet communist party,
and accommodations were reached. We anticipate
that there shall be another crisis sometime in the
near future. As far as impact, Poland is the lynch
pin of the Soviet endeavor against the war in Cen-
tral Europe. Without the freedom of LOCs there is
no way they can support a war running out of East
Germany. It is for that reason that probably of all
the satellites, East Germany, I believe, is the most
concerned, although the leaders of Hungary, Ro-
mania, Czechoslovakia, and so forth, are also con-
cerned. But I think that Soviet war planning,
without a firm right-of-passage, without some as-
sociation and support from the Polish military,
will be considerably weakened in the near future.

I think the Soviets have two hurdles. The first is
to somehow accommodate Solidarity without hav-
ing an immediate adverse impact on their relation-
ships with the other Warsaw Pact countries.
Secondly, it’s going to be a long time I think before
any Kremlin planner is going to have confidence in
the contribution that a Polish soldier would make
to war efforts in Central Europe. I think that's
something they have not faced yet, and I think that
downstream that idea will start to sink in. How it
will be reflected in their actions is very hard to say.
To go in and occupy would be an extremely expen-
sive program that would set them back economi-
cally, militarily and politically for years to come.

1 think that is something they'll choose to avoid.
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Ambassador Edward L. Rowny

Special Representative for Arms Control and

Disarmament Negotiations
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

will talk to you about SALT, or as it is now

known, START. They're both acronyms —

what my aide used to call anachronisms. I

don’t think START is an anachronism, and I
will try to convince you that it is not. During SALT
negotiations my wife became so bored with the
acronym that she created the acronym PEPPER —
Poorly Evaluated Plans and Policies Executed
Righteously. It is going to be my job to see to it that
we don’t have plans that are poorly but properly
evaluated and policies that are not executed right-
eously but with some degree of balance.

In negotiating with the Soviets, Americansdoa
great deal of mirror imaging. This isn’t just acci-
dental; it comes about by virtue of a long heritage,
aheritage that is not the same as that of the Sovi-
ets. Our historical experiences are not at all simi-
lar. Too often we do not realize this and instead we,
as Professor Pipes said, “‘make our own guidelines

and then try to follow them.” Sometimes these
guidelines have no relation whatever with what is
in the Soviet mind — no relation to reality. After
some six and one-half years of face-to-face negotiat-
ing with the Soviets, I discovered this to my sor-
row. As I delved more deeply into Soviet history
and studied their sociological and political culture,
it became clear that we and the Soviets spring from
completely different historical and cultural back-
grounds.

Unlike us, the Soviets do not have much of Greek
rationalism in their makeup. Unlike us, they do not
believe that all problems can be solved, either with
computers or with analytical methods. Unlike us,
they do not have Roman law in their makeup and
do not have the same respect and high regard for
law that we do. Our separation of Church and State
is a completely different concept from theirs. After
you work with the Soviets over a period of time,
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Ambassador Edward L. Rowny

and study them, you find that they don't have the
same objectives. They look at problems differently
and they certainly don't negotiate the same way we
do.

Negotiating with the Soviets is like piloting an
airplane — it’s about 98 percent boredom, one per-
cent stark terror, and one percent humor. Early in
the SALT Il negotiations, I tried to establish some
rapport with the Soviets. I said to one of my coun-
terparts: ‘‘Look here, we talk about these issues
before we come to Geneva. We try to take your
point of view. We have our A Teams and B Teams
and negotiate between ourselves as though we
were Americans and Soviets at the negotiating
table. Our position is somewhere in the middle of
this table. It is what we think is a reasonable posi-
tion, one that we would accept if our positions
were reversed. But you Soviets come in with a posi-
tion over at that wall.” “Well,” the Soviet general
said to me, “we don’t believe our position is over at
the wall. But don’t do us any favors. If you think
we're over at the wall, then you should come in
over at the opposite wall.” He added: ‘““Have you
ever tried tobuy a rug in Persia? You don’t start
with your bottom line.” However, we in fact often
start with our bottom-line position. We want to be
credible, we want to be believed, we want to appear
to be reasonable. The difficulty is that we then feel
we can only be reasonable if we make further con-
cessions and fall off our bottom-line position.

The Soviet idea of 50-50 is different from ours.
When Khrushchev was in this country he visited
Disneyland where he boasted about the quality of
Russian sausage. “‘Our sausage,” he said, “is the
best in the world; it's made of rabbit meat.” “Pure
rabbit meat”?, he was asked. “Well, it’s adulter-
ated alittle.” “What do you mean, adulterated a
little?”’ “Well, we adulterate it fifty-fifty. One rab-
bit, one horse.”

I have my own version of the Soviet concept of
50-50. Early in SALT II, trying to break the ice with
the Soviets, we took them on a boat ride on Lake
Geneva. The social atmosphere was rather stiff. To
try to loosen things up I took out my harmonica
and began playing “Mi Communista’ and a few
other Russian songs. After a while the Soviets
started tapping their feet and singingand asa
result the party livened up. After  had run through
my repertoire, Minister Semenov, the Soviet chief
negotiator, took off his sailor’s cap and went about
collecting money: Swiss francs, French francs,
dollars, rubles, whatever anybody had. He then
came around to me and smilingly said, ‘‘General

Rowny: fifty-fifty.” I said, “Fine,* and held out my
hand. but Semenov gave me none, instead he put all
of the money in his pocket. “Chto eto,” I asked,
“What's going on?"’ “‘Fifty-fifty,”” Semenov re-
peated. “You had the pleasure of playing for the
audience and I'll have the pleasure of spending the
money: fifty-fifty.”

This leads me to several of the more serious as-
pects of negotiating with the Soviets. At an early
occasion in the SALT Il negotiations, I said to one
of the Soviet generals: *'Look, we have six points at
issue. This problem is not hard to resolve. I think
we could give you three of the points and you can
give us three points. We can reach a reasonable
compromise.” As you may know, there is no such
word in the Russian lexicon as “compromise.” It is
aword they've derived from us. The concept of
compromise is foreign to them. The next day, at an
official session, I said, ‘‘We're prepared to give you
A” —andIspelleditout, “and thenBand C.” At
this point the Soviets arose and started to make for
the door. “Wait a minute,” I said, “I haven’t fin-
ished.” One of them said: *‘As far as we're con-
cerned, you have. You told us what you're ready to
give up and we agree with you.” I said, ‘‘But I ha-
ven't gottento D, E, and F.” He said: ““We're not
interested in those. You've told us what you're
ready to give up and that’s that.”

The next time I met with the Soviets I said, “You
giveus D, E, and Fand I'll tell you what we're ready
to give you." They didn't like that at all. “What do
you think we are, gluppy? crazy?”’ They made it
clear they were not going to negotiate in that way.

I wishIcould go on with examples to outline for
you the problems in trying to negotiate with the
Soviets. They have a different mind-set from ours.
They have their own way of thinking about a prob-
lem.

Let me make a few other points. First, it is my
firm conviction that it is in the interest of both our
nations to arrive at an agreement. I know that we
feel that an agreement would be in our interest and
1believe that the Soviets do also. I think that they
not only want, but in some respects, need an agree-
ment. I won'’t go into all the reasons why I believe
that, but one of them is that they do not want to get
us aroused. They recognize that we have a superior
technology base and that we’re innovative. They
don’t want to spur us into an arms race they know
they cannot win.

I've learned from my own experience that the
Soviets understand and respect strength. Now that
we are beginning to turn our country around and
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buiid up the strength we need for our own security
needs we are also gaining the negotiating leverage
for reaching a sound and equitable agreement with
the Soviets.

There is no objective reason why we can't, if we
have to, compete effectively with the Soviet Union.
If one were to stand off at some distant planet (and
I won'’t say Mars for obvious reasons, but instead
say Venus) we could look at the subject objectively.
One could say: “There’s the United States with
twice the gross national product of the Soviet Un-
ion. And if you add to that the GNP of the allies of
the United States and pit it against the GNP of the
Soviet Union and its satellites, the former have
four times the GNP of the latter. Therefore, there is
really no objective reason why we cannot compete
with the Soviet Unionif we have to.” I'm not saying
that it would be entirely painless; it would un-
doubtedly cut into our social needs. But fundamen-
tally, there is no reason why we can’t compete
militarily with the Soviet Union and they know it.
That is one of the reasons they’ll want to reach an
agreement with us before we reach the zenith of
our buildup.

In afuture START agreement, we cannot rely on
some of the relatively simple units of limitation we
relied on before, such as counting launchers of
strategic delivery systems. The Soviets simply de-
veloped better weapons and packed more destruc-
tive power into those launchers. Then they put
more warheads on their missiles. As a result we
will need to adopt some better unit of measure-
ment, such as limiting numbers of missile war-
heads and throw-weight. This will give us a more
clear-cut and definitive way of comparing their
combat power toours.

Another difference from the past is that we can-
not, as the Soviets would like, base verification
solely on national technical means. They have in-
sisted in the past that only national technical
means be used as the basis for verifying agree-
ments, This notion of theirs has to change. Weare
investigating cooperative measures, similar to
those we reached in SALT I, and are looking at
employing intrusive measures. But relying simply
on national technical means will not do the job of
verifying an agreement.

Finally, any agreement we enter into with the
Soviets must contain some significant reductions. I
don't like to use the words ‘“deep cuts” because 1
don’t think they are attainable. However, signifi-
cant reductions are in order. Unless and until we
can turn down the curve of Soviet buildup, we
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don’t really have an agreement genuinely limiting
strategic offensive arms. I happen to think that
such an agreement is possible and that we're
headed in the right direction. Personally, I'm opti-
mistic. I wouldn’t have accepted the job of chief
negotiator if 1 didn't believe that an acceptable
agreement could be negotiated with the Soviets. I
think it can. But we have to change our ways of
doing business and have to change some of our
ideas. We have to have a lot more confidence in
ourselves. First, we have to take care of our secu-
rity needs, expensive as that is. Once that is done,
we’ll be in a better position to negotiate a satisfac-
tory agreement with the Soviets. While it will not
be easy, it will come about. And I would like tobe a
part of that process.

Question. Do you believe that we will structure
some kind of timetable in the near term for your
activities.

Rowny. Yes. I think a timetable is shaping up.
You know that theater nuclear force (TNF) negotia-
tions will start in Geneva on the 30th of November
1981. We are now working on the integration and
policies of both TNF and START and I would look
for START to follow close on the heels of TNF. You
also know that Secretary Haig has repeated pub-
licly what was made a part of the Rome communi-
que of May 5, 1981, namely that TNF will be
negotiated in the SALT context. These two negotia-
tions will be closely integrated.

Teller. There has been, here and throughout the
whole discussion, an emphasis on arms race and
the desirability to curb it.  happen to believe that
an arms race does not exist. An arms race exists
when both sides have comparable weapons even
apart from the very important question of compa-
rable aims. But if you have comparable weapons,
then you can ask who has more, or maybe who has
bigger ones. Instead of this situation, I believe that
we are involved in a race of technology. More than
that, we are involved in a race of secret technology
and this is really what will determine our future.
This has been a brief introduction — now comes
the question.

How do you negotiate about the limitations of
new ideas which you are not willing name?

Rowny. Dr. Teller, let me comment on the first
part of your question and say that I agree with you.
Idid not use the words “arms race” — if I did it was
aslip. ButIdon't think I used it — because I agree
with you there has not been an arms race. Ex-
Secretary Brown has said that “when we build,
they build, and when we show restraint, they
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build.” The Soviets have built at an unrelenting
pace for the last 15 years which, as you know, is
two to three times our rate. In short, there has not
been an arms race — we are now trying to catch up.

As to your question, I touched on the compara-
tive advantage that we have over the Soviets. I
think this is one of our

ABM field. As you know, the Soviets have been out-
spending us four to five times in this field. I think
this bodes ill for a possible Soviet breakout in the
ABM field.

Question. In a recent announcement by the Presi-
dent regarding the modernization of the strategic
force package, he alluded

greatest strengths — the to space-based ballistic
Soviets loc;ik uptousin defense in ver)i cryptic
awe over the way we in- terms. General Brown
novate. They too have . talked about the Soviet
good scientists, espe- The Soviets Union’s directed energy
cially in basic science. weapons program. Are
But they cannot stand up 100k up tous you at the Arms Control
transforming bastescr inawe over Ageney pursuing negotia
: - genc suing -
ence into good hardware. the way tions along those lines as
Just compare our space . part and parcel of the
capsules with theirs. The we innovate. package for SALT that
Soviets respect and fear you're undertaking?
our technological ability Rowny. No, we're not
and would like to con- pursuing any negotia-
strainit.1don’t know of tions in this area. There
any way to bottle up the isanintensive review

war of ideas and I'm glad this is so. In technological
innovation we enjoy a comparative advantage. If
the Soviets continue to build up their strength by
pouring so many resources into their effort and if
we can stabilize the situation by technological in-
novation, this is a good thing to do. Soin short, I
don’t know how to curb new ideas. But if new ideas
lead to deterrance and stability, I'min favor of
them.

Teller. May I name a precedent? We were trying
toestablish ABM. That needed new ideas. We
thereupon entered into a treaty which very prop-
erly did not restrict research but restricted deploy-
ment of ABM. The inevitable consequence was that
since there was no prospect of deployment, our
research was underfunded. Furthermore, I'm
sorry to say, although the quality was high, it was
not as high as it could have been or should have
been. At the same time, the Soviets went ahead
with research as far as we can tell. (Because of our
peculiar rules of security, we cannot tell even what
we know about Soviet research.) The ABM treaty
put an artificial limitation on our research. Al-
though that was not spelled out in the treaty, it was
clearly the effect of the treaty.

Rowny. I agree. I think Dr. Teller's statements
stand on their merits. I can only emphasize my
chagrin over our inability or unwillingness to fund
properly our research and development in the

going on of the ABM treaty. As you know, when we
signed the treaty in 1972 we said it would be re-
viewed every five years. It was examined in 1977
rather cursorily. I think it will not be perfunctorily
or cursorily examined in 1982. But we are not nego-
tiating a space treaty.

Comment. But the ABM treaty only limits them
insofar as describing such terms as other physical
principles. It doesn’t do anything to curb the
spread of nuclear weapons.

Rowny. You're right; there would need to be
some interpretation of what are “‘other physical
principles.” We have to be sure that if we should
have some breakthrough that would greatly en-
hance our position it could be interpreted as a new
physical principle. We should not be under any
illusion that we’ll have a free ride in this area.

Question. General, you said that the Soviets re-
spect strength and presumably respond in a more
positive way from our point of view if we deal from
aposition of strength. Why have we picked TNF as
a starting point to the current phase of arms nego-
tiations. We're starting out with paper missiles
against realities. They have all the advantages, and
we have none. Can you explain that to us please?

Rowny. I guess the best explanation I can give for
that is that the situation didn’t develop on my
watch. In the interest of getting some ground-
launched cruise missiles and some Pershing II's
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into Europe, this Administration agreed, as had the
past Administration, to a two-track approach. It is
proper for us to live up to our commitment of get-
ting modernized forces deployed in Europe. The
Administration obviously considered it good for
Alliance solidarity to open TNF negotiations at an
early date.
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Director, Russian Institute
Columbia University

ne interesting thing about the subject
we have — National Security — is that it
involves a number of different kinds of
competence. From an intellectual point
of view, it is among the most difficult and complex
fields. As you can see from the program, it involves
scientific and technological inputs, political inputs
and political judgments. In fact it’s interesting that
the program, as set forth, is like a sandwich in that
we have the questions of national security policy at
the beginning and at the end and the hardware
questions in between. This is as it should be. But
one of the problems is that, while the scientific and
technological sides of the problem may be subject
to scientific methods and measurements and to
scientific exprience, the political side is not. It is
far from being an exact science, and judgments
differ.
Indeed, when we are dealing with the Soviet
Union, we’re dealing largely with elements that are
only partially known. In the Rorschach test that

psychologists use, they put ink blots before a
patient and the patients project and tell what they
see; and it is like that in the study of the Soviet
Union. People project sometimes out of their
hopes, sometimes out of their fears. They see dif-
ferent things in interpreting the unknown. And for
that reason there are wide differences of opinion,
differences of judgment. I fiid myself very much in
disagreement with a good part of what has been
said so far in this panel, and 15 minutes is not very
long to express all that. (If ESD is part of the spon-
sorship of the hardware side of the program, coutd
it be that ESP is the sponsor of the political side of
the program?)

Paul (Doty) asked me to talk a bit about the cur-
rent state of relations with the Soviet Union, and
how it serves as one of the factors involved in the
determination of our security policy. I think we
will all agree on some things. We'd make some stip-
ulations that probably every one of us would sign
— that relations with the Soviet Union are bad and
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probably getting worse. They have been bad for
most of the time since the Soviet Revolution, with
only intermittent periods, sometimes governed by
illusions, as people said. I think Dick Pipes (he’s an
old friend of mine) is absolutely wrong in saying
that it is the liberals who have the illusions and the
conservatives who have

says, that the countervailing deterrent, that is, the
destruction of cities and a good part of the country,
would not be sufficient to deter the Soviet leader-
ship. This is an important judgment to make. If you
think, as Dick suggests, that it does not — that enly
a counterforce capability could serve as a deter-
rent — that is a very sig-

not. I don’t know if [ qual-

nificant judgment. My

ify as a card-carrying belief is that it is not
liberal, but I must say borne vut by anything
daupeplouiocare | The Soviet Union et evebseredor
or human dignity can’t clcarly has serious ture or Soviet behavior. I
help but find the Soviet egsas . think it is important to
system repugnant in the Wlnerabllltles mn know v.vhether thatisa
extreme, whereas | havg Eastern EUI’OpC, Of sound judgment.

never seen such enthusi- . . We would all agree
asts for the Soviet Union Wthh POland 18 pcrhaps that the Soviet Union is

as some of the grain mer-
chants who were not
sharing liberal illusions
by any means.

This is part of the prob-

just the beginning.

an expansionist power; it
seeks to expand its influ-
ence wherever it can, by
whatever meansitcan, in
whatever circumstances

lem of the present admin-
istration too, I think. Ed Rowny is an old friend of
mine and I respect him, and agree with a good part
of what he said. I think he's right in saying that the
Soviets are difficult in negotiations, and that their
culture is different from ours, and that they have
different objectives. I think all of that is true. It
isn’t a question of making the Soviet Union look
pretty. Itisn’t a question of hard or soft interpreta-
tions. It is a question of an accurate understanding
of the problem we face and how to manage it, and
whether our own responses are effective and ap-
propriate or not. That's the issue. (And it's difficult
to make that clear. I have scars on both sides of my
body, because people sometimes think that I repre-
sent a soft view, or naivete toward the Soviet
Union.) We must define the problem in as accurate
terms as we can.

We would, I think, agree on some things. We
would agree that the military competition between
ourselves and the Soviet Union is probably going
up. Whether you call it an arms race or not is partly
amatter of whether you think we have been all out.
And we have not been, obviously. Nor have the So-
viets for that matter. But we have not been stand-
ing still either. From the Soviet point of view, as Ed
Rowny suggested, there is respect for the Ameri-
can economic and technological base. And a fear of
what we cando.

It is a question of whether it is true, as Dick Pipes
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seem to offer more bene-
fits than costs. We would all agree, I think, that the
Soviet Union has put an enormous amount of effort
into its military buildup, particularly in the last 15
years. There has been a straight line per annum
increase in the allocation of resources to the mili-
tary sector, and it has given the Soviets added capa-
bilities both conventional and nuclear. We would
all agree, I think, that the Soviet system is a repug-
nant one from our point of view; it does not share
our values or our objectives in the world. Its objec-
tives and purposes are in conflict with our own.
There is, I think, no serious disagreement with
those propositions.

We would perhaps have some differences as we
try to face the paradox of Soviet strengths and
weaknesses. Some would emphasize the strengths
and some the weaknesses, and both are part of the
Soviet situation. Clearly, in military terms, the
Soviet Union is a good deal more capable in both
nuclear and conventional capabilities than it was a
few decades ago. Clearly it has some serious politi-
cal problems and economic problems. Its economy
has continued to grow, but its rate of growth has
been flattening out. It has very serious limitations
in productivity, both agricultural and industrial,
and in the advanced industrial sector of its econ-
omy it has lagged very seriously. And what is inter-
esting, what is important about that, is that the
limitations on its economic growth have been

a

G W

rO T PErTROY

} SR

AR

st and




e —— . & T s T WR T & TR T

f"'[~'<-rr' v -

—— g ey o

T

L ¥
T T -

Ty

RS §

;

T W T T N Ty e T Tw, T,

structural — that is, they have grown out of institu-
tional problems which the Soviet leadership has
simply not been able to solve. That isn’t to say that
the Soviet Union is about to collapse, but it has
very serious problems — in many ways a good deal
more serious than the kind of economic problems
we have.

The Soviet Union clearly has serious vulnerabili-
ties in Eastern Europe, of which Poland is perhaps
just the beginning. It faces a no-win situation there,
which may have profound consequences for the
Soviet Union all over Eastern Europe and inter-
nally, partly as a consequence of its own economic
problems, partly as a result of the nationalism that
persists there. It has very serious problems, as
General Brown indicated, with regard to China,
which occupies a substantial portion of its forces
at the present time. And although it has made some
gains in foreign policy, it has also had some losses.
It is a mistake, in my judgment, to believe that re-
cent Soviet expansionist activities in Angola,
Ethiopia, Afghanistan are a result of a shift in the
balance of strategic power. The pattern in those
countries is not greatly different from what the
pattern of Soviet policy was before. If the strategic
relationship now were no different than what it
was in 1960, it would not, in my judgment, have
affected Soviet behavior in those countries.

The Soviet expansionism, where it has occurred
in Angola, Ethiopia, and Vietnam, has primarily
been as it has always been: an exploitation of
opportunities which have arisen out of the flux of
international politics. We live in a time of extraor-
dinary fluidity in international politics — a time of
upheavals. We witnessed just this past week how
snuffing out the life of one man (Anwar Sadat)can
change a political picture, just as the fall of the
Shah before that created a great change for us in
the strategic picture in the Persian Gulf.

In these cases, and in Angola and Ethiopia, what
the Soviets did was exploit an opportunity which
they didn't create, where they were a complicating
factor rather than a prime cause. Nor do I believe
that their behavior in Afghanistan would have been
greatly different if the strategic balance were
greatly different than it is. And their behavior there
was not different than it has been in other cases of
border security problems. That is not to justify or
excuse what they did — it was a clear violation of
international norms. It is reprehensible; this Gov-
ernment said so. We weren't in a position to fight it
militarily, but it clearly was reprehensible — but it
wasn’t a departure in Soviet policy.

. e

Dr.Marshall D. Shulman

I question, therefore, the statement that has
weighted many current judgments of the Soviet
Union: that the United States stood still while the
Soviets were building up, and that this resultedina
shift in the balance of power which in turn embold-
ened the Soviets, made them more aggressive, and
resulted in Angola, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, etc. I
question whether that is a logical consequence. I
question it; I think it needs to be examined. Please
don’t misunderstand me: I don’t in any way mean
to exculpate the Soviets from what they do. I say
that theirs is an expansionist policy, it has been
and continues to be, and probably will continue to
be. But it is a question of seeing the problem accu-
rately — because the effective response is partly
military and partly non-military.

Clearly, we do need to pay attention to the mili-
tary balance, and please do not think that Iam
arguing the contrary. But the question is: What is
an effective response; what kind of response is
effective? The differences of judgment about the
nature of the problem may affect your thinking
about the kind of response that is necessary. As
I say, it is partly military and partly non-military,
and within the military it depends in part on your
judgment about what is the U.S.’ optimal security
interest. That, in part, rests upon differences in
judgment on intentions. It isn’t just a question of
measurement of capabilities; this is the old prob-
lem for us all. And that affects such a term as the
“window of vulnerability.”

In my judgment there is a vulnerability, butitisa
mistake to use the image of the window. The term
“window of vulnerability” implies that there isa
period — some begin it sooner, some later — dur-
ing which the Soviets have the capability of attack-
ing our fixed-site land-based missiles, and that,
after we take certain actions, that vulnerability
will no longer be there.

There is a problem there — clearly, there is vul-
nerability that affects both their fixed-site land-
based missiles and ours. The question is: Do you
regard the Soviets as so irrational, so unaffected by
the destructiveness that would result from the
exchange, that they would, as a matter of practice,
think that they could take out our fixed-site land-
based missiles without suffering the destruction
that could come from a general exchange? Thatisa
matter of judgment. It depends on how you read
the Soviet literature, how you see them, how you
understand Soviet intentions, whether you think
they are irrational or not. It would be an act of high
irrationality. It’s not just a question of whether it is
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Dr. Marshall D. Shulman

technically possible. It’s a question of whether that
becomes a plausible possibility that requires an
immediate fix, after which it will no longer be
there. My judgment is that the problem is more
serious than the image suggests because it isn’t
going to be fixed — the problem of vulnerability of
land-based missiles is one we must live with, one
the Soviets must live with, one that won’t be solved
by any of the measures now being discussed. But
that's a matter on which judgments differ.

The implication, I think, of the kinds of distinc-
tions I've tried to make is that, if you put a primary
value on our security in terms of avoiding the de-
struction which comes with nuclear war, and on
the preservation of the values of our society, both
here and in the areas of vital interest to us, you
would put more emphasis on the stability of the
systems than on the kind of reductions Ed Rowny
is talking about. Ed is talking in terms of the kinds
of reductions that the Chiefs say we can live with.
In my judgment it doesn’t really make a great deal
of difference whether we are operating at 2400
strategic delivery vehicles or 2250 or 2000 — that
doesn't affect the kind of process that occurs when
we're both engaged around a crisis point and the
risk of escalation. What does make a difference is
whether the systems we have are stable or not —
stable in the sense that they can survive an attack
so we don't have to be trigger-happy.

For that reason I strongly support the basic
thrust of this conference and its attention to C*,
which seems to be vital not only for war fighting
capabilities but also for the kind of stability that is
essential in the nuclear balance. But it does seem to
me that if we pay attention to the factor of stability,
if we understand the necessity of it, then we define
differently both the kinds of systems important to
us and also what our objectives in negotiations
may be. It isn’t that we should have any illusions
about the Soviets being a mirror image as Ed said;
I agree with that. They don’t negotiate the same
way we do. They don’t have the same values. They
have conflicting purposes. But there are some ar-
eas in which our interests are not in conflict with
theirs, and I believe it is an error to think, based on
Soviet military literature, that they are in practice
committed to the fighting of limited nuclear wars.
It seems to me that there is nothing in the Soviet
behavior, or in the serious literature, that really
warrants that conclusion.

Pl i

You can find quotations in the Soviet literature,
especially from the services, about what their func-
tion is in time of war. And Soviet ideologues can
find similar things in our literature. But you would
be making a mistake, and they would be making a
mistake, to assume that such proposed operating
procedures are reflected in the SIOP, in targeting
or actual operating plans. There is a danger in this
field, I think, of what Mr. Justice Holmes called in
one of his decisions “the parade of imaginary hor-
ribles.” Many things are possible, and it becomes a
matter of common sense and judgment about
which things are feasible, which things you must
take into account as real possibilities that you have
to protect against.

One of the problems we have in the approach to
the arms control negotiations that Ed Rowny
talked about is that it has a certain time urgency,
that we are in a period in which both sides are
bringing new systems out of R&D and into deploy-
ment. Many of these new systems are less stable,
less verifiable than those we've had. It seems to me
probable that we will be approaching a time —
whether it is a few years away I'm not sure — when
any kind of stabilization of the strategic military
balance through negotiations is going to be ever so
much more difficult than it has been, and it may
approach the point of being unmanageable. That
doesn’t mean the end of the world, necessarily. It
does mean that the possibility of negotiations may
diminish over a period of time. The kind of timeta-
ble Ed (Rowny) laid down seems to me not to take
sufficient account of that problem — that our real-
ization of own self interest in trying to stabilize the
strategic side of the competition between the two
countries may come after the problem has passed
the point of manageability.

Finally, there are other aspects of security that
we should have in mind, although they’re not on
our program: the problems that are presented by
the non-military side. For example, our relations
with our Allies are vitally important. It is apparent
that serious deterioration of relations with our
Allies is possible. This is critical to our own secu-
rity. Part of the problem is that there is no convic-
tion in Europe that we're facing our security
problems with moderation or sensibility. This
leads many people in Europe, even those who have
been friendly with the United States, to seek to
distance themselves from us. There are other
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civilians; Herman Kahn himself has contributed a
great deal to it. You don’t find that phenomenon in
the Soviet Union, where the civilian who messes
around in professional military matters is pretty

reasons for the growth of pacifism and neutralism
in Europe, and it should be a matter of concern. It
widens the gulf between ourselves and Europe.

5 This is a major security problem which also needs
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And, as I suggested to you before, many of the
problems in the Third World particularly, and
some in the developed world too, stem from causes
that the Soviets didn’t create, but which they do
exploit. A response simply to the order of battle,
that is, to the military capabilities that the Soviets
have — or a military response to problems like
those General Brown showed us on his charts — is
not adequate to deal with the problems. It may be
necessary, but by itself insufficient, where the
problems are not created by the Soviets and where
they aren’t primarily military.

We have seen just within recent weeks and years
how the upheavals, the instabilities oftentimes
come about through internally generated sources.
They may express the frustrating problems of
nation-building in the large part of the world that
has only recently come into nationhood, of the race
between population and food, of the problem of
resources, the problems of tribal conflicts or bor-
der conflicts that can affect our future. It is very
difficult for us to say today where our crisis points
are going to be in a short time. There is a high de-
gree of unpredictability about these events. But we
do know that many crises stem from political and
economic causes as well. This is not to say that it is
an either/or proposition. It means we do have to
pay attention to the military balance, particularly
with regard toits stability, but that we cannot be
content with that alone. That is not a sufficient
response to the security of the United States and all
that we cherish and want to preserve.

Kahn. Would you argue that there is really no
basic difference in the military thinking of the
Soviet Union and the United States? Obviously, it’s
aquestion of degree. My impression is that the
Soviets really intend, if a war is forced on them, to
fight and win it. Obviously you have all degrees,
but I'm talking about a question of degree.

Shulman. No, I would not argue that military
thinking is the same there as in our country. It
would be surprising if it were. There are a number
of reasons for it. For one thing, a good deal of the
theoretical literature about deterrence, particu-
larly in the post-nuclear period, has come from

PR WA IR TP DA T WP WA AP PRl ST

rare and on the whole does not have a high stand-
ing. There is not really a literature in the Soviet
Union comparable to the kind of theoretical litera-
ture we have in this country. Most of what has been
looked at for examples of Soviet thinking really is
the literature of the Services about their functions
in wartime. It's more like the stuff that's published
at the various war colleges run by our services, in
which there is discussion of what the mission of a
service is in the event of war. There is, of course,
the literature of fighting for the allocation of the
ruble, which has some structural similarities, but
it's different too. I don’t mean to argue that the
Soviets think as we do, or that the Soviet military
thinks as we do. On the whole, the experience of
much of the Soviet military is fairly parochial.

The second part of the question was, “Though
they might not initiate a war, would they fight it if
it were brought to them and fight it to win?"' There
has been a lot of discussion in this country about
whether the Soviets think that they could win a
nuclear war. In fact there is some Soviet literature,
some exchanges in the military journals, about
how to prevail in the event of a nuclear war. Most
of the literature of that kind uses the issue of pre-
vailing as a surrogate issue. That is, it really isa
fight between the services, between the rocket
forces, which essentially have the spasm notion,
and the ground forces, which think there is a role
for the ground forces in occupation of territory
and in a continuing conflict. A good deal of the
argument about prevailing really is a surrogate
way of fighting the budgetary problem.

Kahn. Obviously, if you have a genuine belief,
you are still going to use it as a surrogate for
budget purposes. One of the reasons why it is an
effective surrogate for budget purposes is that it
addresses concerns that people really have. That is
the position that I think I would take. I don't claim
to be an expert here, of course.

Shulman. It's quite possible. I don't think there
isafinal answer toit, Herman. I don't think you
can prove or disprove the question. It becomes a
matter of judgment. For one thing, it’s often the
case with a good deal of doctrinal literature in this
field that it is a rationalization after the fact, in
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support of systems that you have procured for

:‘ other reasons.
Op Kahn. This issue is so important, let me just add
43} . two or three things. There is no question in my

. mind that a good deal of the post-war Soviet litera-
" ture was just auld lang syne. For example, the civil
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it involves planning. It has less jumpiness, less
discontinuity. And in that sense maybe Herman is
right about being sensible.

Question. Ambassador Rowny referred to the
enormous Soviet respect for the United States’
capacity for innovation in developing new weapons

affairs but their revolution is not quite that dra-
matic. And secondly and much more important,
their more recent thinking has been extremely
intelligent. In other words, they went through a
much slower evolution then we did, and they have
some facts on their side. Their emphasis on evacua-
tion today, for example, is very sound. Many in the
U.S. have been pushing that concept for roughly 20
years and they don’t find it a new idea, but it makes
adifference of night and day in casualties, in recu-
peration, and soon.

2 Shulman. Herman is right in saying that the

= styles in which the two countries have approached
the problems of the nuclear revolution have been
quite different. The Soviets have often expressed
the thought that the contribution of many of the
theorists in this country is what they call intellec-
tual calisthenics, and have sought to disparage it.
And their approach is a much more traditional one,
as Herman says. What conclusion you can draw
from that I'm not sure. If you study the pattern of
Soviet weapons procurement, it’s much more regu-
lar than ours. It comes at fairly regular intervals,
you can plot a series of fan-shaped curves at inter-
vals that result from the planning ahead, and it has
aconsistency which we don't have. I suspect it has
itsirrationalities as ours does. I suspect it is also
subject to the service competition problems as
ours is, but at least it has regularity on its side and
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2 . defense people didn't systems. And yet
M worry about the nuclear throughout military his-
weapons until about '56. tory there’s been an up-
] But when you builda ward curve, which is now
. Pound geseral purpose There isno o i men systems and
- bomb, it turns out to be conviction in Eur op¢€ the constantly increasing
i uite useful against nu- . costs and delays involved
! glear weaponf as well. that WC,I'C faCIng in introducingynew sys-
E (hat (e Soviers havea. our security problems | “o i Bl
» bettler undersltlanding ofa With mOdCl’ation ern armory, from the
- nuclear war than we do. o1 sqs M-15 rifle to Trident sub-
- Not because they're or SCHSlblhty . marines, from the vulner-
L ) . 3

. smarter but because they ability of C’ aircraft to
ks are more traditional. electromagetic pulse and
- They talk about the soon, seems to indicate
T revolution in military that our faith in this kind

of technological innovations might be slipping, and
maybe there are some weaknesses in this. I won-
der, what is the impact on Soviet thinking when
these weaknesses are revealed?

Shulman. It is certainly the case that the Soviets
have enormous respect for the superior technologi-
cal base the United States has, not only in the mili-
tary sector, but in the civilian sector. The Soviets
have studied the spinoff effect we have in this coun-
try, which simply doesn’t exist in the Soviet Union.
You get a two-way spinoff here among defense,
space and private industry and back again, in a way
that the Soviets aren’t able to do, largely because of
the extreme compartmentalization of Soviet R&D
in both the defense sector and the industrial sector.
And although it is true that the Soviets have been
spending a great deal on R&D now, and that it may
be that they will reduce the gap in technology and
innovation, they have a number of structural prob-
lems which are very difficult to solve.

As I mentioned to you, one of the problems they
have in the civilian sector of their economy is in
new industrial innovation — industrial technol-
ogy. They recognize that there is a relationship
between the civilian industrial base and the kind of
technology on which the defense has todraw in
facing new systems. This is one of the reasons why
it was quite interesting that, in the debates in the
Soviet Union on the present allocation of resources
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that preceded the 24th Party Congress (the Con-
ress was in ‘71, but the debates took place between
'69 and '71) — there were many from the military
sector who supported the civilian decision to put
the emphasis on repairing the economic base, be-
cause they saw it as critical to the future of Soviet
power. It wasn't that they were any less militant on
behalf of power, but they saw that it was more im-
portant to repair the technological base than it was
to pay attention to the immediate aspects of the
arms race. They didn’t ignore the buildup of
course, but there was an argument about what the
proportion of resources should be.

Now the Soviets are left with that institutional
problem, whichI would suspect, if you use the
Soviet terminology, is a matter of internal contra-
dictions. The Soviet economists have told them
what they need to do about decentralization, use of
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market forces, use of other devices to find ways of
encouraging innovation, of giving incentives to
innovations instead of disincentives as the system
now does. But politically they have not been able to
doit, because many people in the Party fear it
would reduce the Party’s control. And it is the case
that if they ever were to do something about it, it
probably would have fundamentally upsetting
effects on the political system, and that is the rea-
son that they haven’t done it thus far. So although I
think they may do a great deal about technology,
and I think we have to pay attention to the re-
sources that we put into R&D without a doubt, we
ought not forget that this is one of those areas
where the pluralism of our society clearly has
marked, demonstrable advantages which the
Soviets are not able to equal.
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Question and Answer Period

oty. We have heard during this session

about the increases in Soviet strength,

but also about their increasing political

and economic difficulties. And, indeed,
this is the pattern of decline of empires at least
since Rome: overextension abroad and deteriora-
tion of the core at home. So it seems to me that we
must begin to weigh the likelihood of the collapse
of the Soviet system. No less an authority than
Senator Moynihan says it will occur in this decade.
Do any members of the panel think that this is a
significant enough possibility so that contingency
planning should be underway?

Pipes. I am keenly aware of the domestic and
foreign problems of the Soviet Union. Their econ-
omy is in a shambles. Their dissent at home,
though superficially suppressed, is very much
alive. They are overextended overseas. They are
finding themselves unable to defeat guerrillas in
Afghanistan; they have a tremendous problem in
Poland. All this is true. At the same time I think it is

extremely unlikely that there will be a collapse of
the Soviet system. The reason is that even many of
the people inside the Soviet Union who cordially
dislike the Soviet system do not wish a breakdown
of the system. This is because in the minds of most
Russians — and I've talked to innumerable Rus-
sians, and as a Russian historian I would agree
with them — the alternative to the Soviet system is
anarchy. And anarchy, they feel, would be infi-
nitely worse than what they have now. It could lead
to racial war, ethnic war, class war, hunger and
bloodshed unprecedented.

The most benign development, from our point of
view and from the point of view of the people of the
Soviet Union, would be the revolution of the Soviet
system toward something more acceptable. That
evolution in the Soviet system has to come from
above. It would not happen as it has in Poland. The
Soviet Union doesn’t have the traditions of liber-
tarianism Poland has, which makes any Pole natu-
rally a patriot and a person who demands
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his rights. That is absent in Russian tradition. In
Russia you have a tradition of repeated reforms
conducted by authority for the purpose of self-
preservation.

The operative conclusion to that is that the easier
itis for the Soviet system to survive without re-
form by obtaining credits, technology, and what
have you from the West, by being able to expand
with impunity into areas of the Third World, and
by blackmailing the rest of the world through its
nuclear power, the less the temptation to reform
the system. On the other hand, when the difficul-
ties of resolving their problems domestically are
greater, when the risks of foreign intervention are
higher, when our ability and willingness to re-
spond to them is greater, then will their temptation
and desire to reform the system be greater as well.
By our policies we in the West can contribute a
great deal to the kind of course Russia takes. Re-
peatedly in Russian history this has been the case,
and I don’t see why it should be different today.

Rowny. The Soviet Union cannot compete with
us politically, economically or socially, or in gain-
ing friends around the World. The only places
where they have succeeded are where they have
moved with force. It is the fact that they do put
such a tremendous emphasis on force that could
cause the Roman Empire to fall, and it is this great
emphasis that they put on their military strength
that we should worry about. Although we don't
want to, we are forced to match that strength to
take care of our own security. And that matching
does what Dr. Pipes says: it gives the Soviets more
incentive to change from within, because they can-
not move with impunity simply because of their
military strength.

Shulman. Paul, are you mainly implying by your
question that we ought to be prepared for the possi-
ble breakdown of the Soviet system?

Doty. Yes, because with that would come a quite
new element of danger. If collapse should happen,
the resulting uncertainty and instability would put
us in a period of greater danger.

Shulman. On this issue I don’t think thereisa
great deal of disagreement. Some of you are old
enough to remember the great American philoso-
pher Mr. Dooley, who said: It ain’t the things you
don’t know that hurt you, it’s the things you do
know that ain’t so.” And part of the problem here is
that we really don’t know enough about the inter-
nal workings of the Soviet political system. A lot of
our views are based upon conjecture and specula-
tion, but not always labeled as such. It is true, as

Dick Pipes says, that even among many of the dissi-
dents in the Soviet Union — those who haven't ei-
ther been put in camps or expelled from the
country — you don't find many revolutionaries,
because they fear that the alternative to the
present system would be worse, that it would be a
kind of fascism. There is, particularly in the Great
Russian part of the Soviet Union, a very strong
Russian nationalism which is xenophobic, anti-
intellectual, anti-Semitic, and in its vulgar forms
very much opposed to foreign contact and devoted
to the old Slavic mission. And most of the intellec-
tuals in the country fear that if that faction were to
become the ascendant force in the country, what
you'd have would be a kind of fascism. As a result,
even the dissidents who don't identify themselves
with the system are for reform rather than revolu-
tionary thrust.

But how stable this system is, how likely it is to
survive, is very hard to tell. The writers who work
on such problems as the minority nationalities —
the Uzbeks, the Baltic peoples or the Tadjiks —
differ on whether to call it a crisis or a problem.
That is, whether these problems are within the
limits of manageability, whether the Soviet system
can muddle along with it, or whether these will be
the Soviet Achilles heel, we really don’t know.

Paul’s question raises a larger issue: the combi-
nation of incentives and disincentives we use to
influence Soviet behavior, Clearly, if the Soviet
Union faces a crisis — such as Libya getting in-
volved in a fight with the Sudan — we would like to
have a combination of incentives and disincentives
to bring to bear to dissuade aggressive behavior.
But what kind of incentives and disincentives?

The disincentives are partly the military force
and the costs. The incentives partly raise questions
such as to what extent we want to be involved in
economic relations with . he Soviet Union, so that
they have something to lose if they transgress what
we regard as norms of behavior. And that raises
very tough problems of substitutability — the
question of when goods involved in the interna-
tional transfers strengthen the Soviet Union to
become a more formidable adversary more than
they give interest to groups in the society to behave
with restraint and responsibility. That's an issue
that’s not on our agenda, and I don't intend to go
into it; nor is it very much debated in the country
very effectively, but it ought to be.

Brown. I do not believe that Senator Moynihan's
problem, the dilemma he presented, will be faced
by the current administration or perhaps its
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follow-ons. In our daily collection of intelligence,
we see many of the internal problems the Soviets
are facing. I leave it to the experts to predict when
events will occur. The Soviets seem to be able to
accommodate at each crisis, but they have not yet
had toface a crisis that we have imposed upon
them, such as the denial of grain. They have been
able to face each crisis and prevail in terms of con-
trol of the Party. I think this administration and the
next will have to face the problem of Soviet activity
elsewhere in the world, such as their support of
Libya, Libya into Chad, Chad into Sudan, the devel-
opments in Egypt, Ethiopia, Nicaragua, El Salva-
dor, and perhaps Guatemala, and of course
Afghanistan. Those kinds of things help to keep the
focus off some other internal problems. So be-
tween the two, I would he much more competent in
predicting what the Soviets would be doing in the
near term in forcing the problem upon us, rather
than in the more distant term, in solving their own
problems internally.

Doty. Does any panel member have a question to
ask of any other member of the panel?

Pipes. Marshall, I think you misunderstood me. |
very deliberately did not say that American lib-
erals have illusions about the Soviet Union: I said
they are condescending to the Soviet Union. That is
avery different thing. I find among American lib-
erals very few who have any sympathy for the So-
viet system, but many who love to scorn it and who
think it can present no danger to us. In your own
remarks there was an echo of that — we have this
enormous technological lead and so on. You will
not find this as you move toward the more conserv-
ative end of the political spectrum: here you'll find
avery healthy respect for Russians. The divisions
in this country are not between people who are pro-
Soviet or sympathetic toward the Soviet Union and
those who are hostile to it — I have found no one at
any meeting I have attended who is sympathetic to
the Soviet Union, Rather, the divisions are between
those who believe the Soviet Union represents a
real danger because of its capabilities, and those
who tend to minimize its capabilities. Behind this
minimizing of capabilities lies, I think, a certain
condescension toward people who, after all, really
are ex-peasants, and you know, how can they ever
stand up to us, how can they ever present us with
any real dangers? I'm not saying you personally
hold these views, but these views underpin a great
deal of the liberal outlook.

Shulman. Well, I've had it worse. The issue and
our friendship will survive this exchange, I'm sure.

Sessionl « Question and Answer Period

But the issue is really not so much whether you're
condescending or not — I suppose I am conde-
scending in a way because I am always enormously
relieved when I leave the Soviet Union. I feel suffo-
cated there. You know they say that the first thing
Soviet specialists do is kiss the soil of any other
land they arrive at when they leave the Soviet Un-
ion, and the second thing they do is plan how to get
back into the Soviet Union to study it some more.

But the real question is whether there is an un-
derestimation of danger, that’s the operative part
of Dick’s question. And my feeling is — I put the
question differently — it’s a question of seeing the
danger accurately. What I'm worried about is that
we may not sufficiently understand the direction
from which the danger comes. No one would say
the Soviet Union is not a danger or a problem to us,
but it comes down to such questions as, first of all,
whether it is true, as has been said by political lead-
ers, that the Soviet Union is the cause of all our
problems in the Third World. If you believe that, it
leads to a certain course of action; if you have
doubts about it, it leads to other actions.

Take the “window of vulnerability’’ argument.
It’s a question of judgment, whether you think it is
a plausible scenario that the Soviets take out our
fixed-site land-based missiles and sit back to find
us impaled on the dilemma of having only a coun-
tervalue instead of a counterforce capability. Is
that a real problem or not? Is it a serious problem?
It depends in part on how you think the Soviet lead-
ers estimate their capability to get away with that
without precipating a general nuclear war. And
that’s where I think the significant differences are.
That breakdown may not be a liberal/conservative
breakdown. It may be a matter of judgment, and
it's one that ought to be examined. It isn't much
examined. Part of our problem is that a lot of
widely accepted truths in our current political
climate are spread by contagion without sufficient
examination.

Rowny. I'd like to answer a question that was
asked earlier. I think the question was, “How do
the Soviets look at our failure to fund various tech-
nological innovations?” I think they look upon it
with a great deal of glee, and I think they would like
to see some of the difficulties exploited. I think it
goes right to the heart of much of what you are
doing in this conference. Qut there in the rest of the
country, people are thinking about the MX and
the Trident and all the other parts of that five-
point program; very few are thinking about C*,
Over a number of years I've watched various
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administrations allocate money to C3, only to later
see, for one reason or another, that support deteri-
orate. [ hope that doesn’t happen this time, because
the argument that building up only makes war
more and more likely isn’t the answer. It's only
part of the answer. Yes, it does increase our ability
to wage war, and therefore should be a deterrent.
But it also increases our ability to prevent a war —
to know what's happening, to be able to control our
various forces. So I hope that for once we will look
at all sides of this very important part of the prob-
lem to see what arguments we can use to keep C’ in
our overall financial program. Because if history is
any guide, if we have learned any lesson from the
past, it is that too many times we've tried to im-
prove C*I only to find it whittled away. I hope that
doesn't happen this time.

Question. You won't have time, I'm afraid, to
answer this one. It’s a corollary, Dr. Doty, of the
question you raised, a little naively and idealisti-
cally put, perhaps. What are the prospects fora
viable and stable modus vivendi between the
United States and the Soviet Union, say in the year
2000, if we are able to keep a lid on accidents, if we
are somewhat able to right the strategic balance, if
we are sensitive — as you put it, Marshall — to the
incentive/disincentive syndrome, and if, in Ed
Rowny's area, we pursue with some sophistication
the negotiation process with the Soviet Union? |
ask this because for about 35 years [ have de-
stroyed my stomach, most certainly my liver, by
living and drinking with the Soviet military for
protracted periods, and have found among them on
occasion an individual who gives me some hope. I
realize that he is only an individual, but at the same
time I'm looking at what the bottom line is and
what we're talking about. Is there a viable goal out
ahead if we can do these things? I'd be particularly
interested in Marshall’s and Dick’s responses.

Shulman. Who was it that said, “I regret that I
have but one life to give my country?”’ Sam's ver-
sion would be, “I regret that I have but one liver to
give my country.” It's true that this trade is hard on
the liver, because sometimes the truth only comes
out after you kill a couple of bottles of vodka.

Idon’t know the answer to the question Sam
raises, whether it is going to be possible to manage
the competition in such a way that we can walk our
way through the minefield of conflicts that lies
before us, that could set off a conflict that nobody
wants. It doesn’t take much imagination to visual-
ize the two countries locked into a situation that is
out of control, that nobody wants, where our inter-

ests are in conflict, where we may have a problem
managing the level of violence involved. I'm just
not sure whether we have it in us, or whether the
Soviets have it in them, to manage a competition as
intense and as tough as this competition without
getting us all into trouble. It would require a lot of
restraint and confidence on both sides. It requires
a confident leadership, one that is strong enough to
manage the competition without having to show
hair on the chest. That will be a problem for the
Soviet Union when they go through a leadership
change, before the new leadership has had time in
office to consolidate its power.

It’s going to take, also, a lot of maturity on our
part to keep in mind that even though thisisa
tough competitive relationship, we must manage it
rather than beat the hell out of them. I think, if
somone wants to define maturity, it's the ability to
carry around in your head two or more ideas at the
same time. That's the kind of maturity we are re-
quired to have. And ! don’t know whether we've got
it. The political climate is not favorable to it. Like
most industrial nations of the world today, we are
ina period of resurgence, of nationalism, and itisa
period that has its own particular aspects because
of our recent history. But it's very tough to talk
about this problem in a measured way and without
being misunderstood. I don’t know, Sam. The kind
of reason and balance you have brought to bear,
where you have noillusions whatsoever about the
Soviets and their military strength and yet you try
to manage that sensibly, is unfortunately all too
rare.

Pipes. Yes, I'm optimistic. I think it can be done if
certain conditions are met. First of all, if we do not
tempt them with weakness and lack of resolution,
and if we give them rewards for better behavior, 1
think we could inhibit them from expanding. Sec-
ondly, we must not rush all around the world get-
ting ourselves involved in peripheral ventures.
Rather, I'm quite tempted to let the Russians get
involved in these ventures while we watch from
our continental island. And thirdly, not so depen-
dent on us, we might benefit from the kind of
change that I alluded to before, which has occurred
throughout Russian history, when a period of ex-
pansionism has run its course at great expense to
internal security, and the Russian state begins to
recoil and turn inward. That is bound to happen
eventually if the expansionist drive runs into diffi-
culty, and Russia begins once again, as it did in the
middle of the 19th century, to turn inward to re-
form the system. If their system is reformed — and
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the reforms are sufficiently far-reaching — then charge and let them run all over Africa and the rest
there is no reason why we cannot have avery ami-  of the Third World in the hope they will settle
cable relationship. down. That should not be done, because it tempts
These are a lot of ifs, of course, but I think they them, and that has accounted for the enormous

are dependent on us, not decisively, but toa very arms buildup and for the expansionism. You must
large extent. The worst policy one can pursue to conduct the very opposite policy. Raise the risks,
ensure this objective is that which has been pur- and induce them to turn their attention from out-
sued by the people who propounded the detente ward expansion to internal reform. That, I think, is
policy, which is to give the Soviets things free of the best hope for us.
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Perspectives on
Weapons Systems

Lt. Gen. Robert T. Herres, USAF

Commander, Eighth Air Force, Strategic Air Command

am pleased and honored to be able to substitute for my boss today, represent-
ing Strategic Air Command and leading this panel. General Davis wanted to
be here, but his schedule dictated that I pinch-hit for him.

Session I has set the stage for this session. Clearly, the factors involved in
the development of strategic nuclear policy must be considered virtually a priori
knowledge if there is to be meaningful discussion of weapon systems configura-
tions. Such knowledge helps one to understand how complex the problems and
issues ~an be when we try to provide a credible nuclear deterrent force for our
nation’s defense in today's world.

The first thought that should come to mind when we talk about weapons systems
is the Triad. The Triad is that three-legged combination of the manned bomber, the
land-based ICBM and the submarine-launched ballistic missile; it was conceived
and configured to maximize the credibility of our nuclear strike capability. (Credi-
bility is the key word.) In so doing, it maximizes its effectiveness as a deterrent and
confounds the planning efforts of any potential adversaries.
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All systems ever built by man have vulnerabili-
ties. Those which do not when first built develop
them soon enough. The Triad approach is based on
the idea that no two legs should be vulnerable to
the same type of neutralizing technique or capabil-
ity or system. Putting it another way, each leg must
offer unique offensive characteristics to comple-
ment the forces of the other two. All three legs of
the Triad are undergoing, or are about to undergo,
extensive modernization efforts. The debate sur-
rounding the MX basing issues has been well

56

publicized. As for the modernization of the other
two Triad legs, the B-1 and the Trident, both pro-
grams are well known, talked about a great deal
and well understood as complex activities.

On our panel this afternoon we have four of the
most prominent people taking part in these pro-
grams. They are all deeply involved in some aspect
of the modernization process. We are most fortu-
nate to have this opportunity to hear them, and to
view this very vital modernization process from
their perspectives.
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Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze, USAF

Commander,
Aeronautical Systems Division (ASD)
Air Force Systems Command

will give you a short chronology of the
“bomber perspective’” from an Aeronautical
Systems Division acquisition point of view.
InJanuary '77 the Air Force had a force struc-
ture for the future with which it felt comfortable.
We had budgeted for 244 B-1 bombers. Numbers 5,
6 and 7, the first production airplanes, had been
released and were on contract. In 1981 — this year
~ we would have had the initial operational capa-
bility. And by the mid-80s we would have had a
capability to deliver roughly five thousand weap-
ons. The cruise missile had just moved into joint
office status, and in all candor it was sort of a re-
laxed program from the Air Force point of view.
The MX was just stirring in its definition phase.
By the end of June '77 we were in shock. The
President had decided that we would not produce
the B-1, but instead would produce the cruise mis-
sile, That would be the new weapon system for the

bomber force, being cheaper, more easily prolifer-
ated, more cost-effective, and it represented exist-
ing technology that we could exploit. I might point
out that when Harold Brown participated in that
announcement, he stated that the B-1 development
program had been successful, that it had met its
objectives and that the Bl would have been a suc-
cessful weapon systemin his judgment — except
that there was a more cost-effective solution.

By the fall of '77 we had worked out an agree-
ment with the Joint Cruise Missile Program Office,
which had the responsibility for taking the cruise
missile through competition, with our responsibil-
ity being the basing of a weapon svstem on the
B-52. We were committed by Secretary Brown and
Dr. Perry to meet afirst-alert capability at Griffiss
Air Force Base in September 1981 and an 1CC of
December 1982. We met the first commitment and
plan to meet the second. We delivered our first
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Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze, USAF

airplane, 12 missiles, plus the support equipment,
plus the trained crews. So although that was a fast
track, we did meet it.

The other issue in the fall of '77 was where to go
with the B-1 development program. We had flown
numbers 1, 2, and 3; number 4 was just coming. But
number 4 had the full defensive system developed
by AIL as the ALQ-161. We thought it extremely
important to test fly that airplane to find out if that
defensive system, tailored to the B-1, would indeed
provide the capability we had expected. It was very
difficult to get that program going, because the B-1
program had been canceled — the sharks gathered,
all the funds began to disappear. But fortunately
we were able to obtain the funds to continue the
flight test program and get data that I consider
vital to any future decision on the bomber.

We then had a hiatus. The “Let’s restudy the
bomber” syndrome resurfaced. In 1980 Secretary
Mark directed that the Scientific Advisory Board,
chaired by Dr. Getting and Norm Morgenstein, put
together a special study group to look again at the
bomber and the bomber options, specifically the
stretch FB-111, or the B-1 or B-1 derivative, and a
new technology — generic bomber. That process
took place in the first six months of 1980, and was
subsequently reported to the Air Force and
USDR&E.

That summer an amendment was sponsored by
Senator Glenn that, in effect said, ““You will start
development of a new bomber" and was voted into
the FY authorization bill. For the $300 million
authorized, we were directed to look at the B-1 or
B-1 derivatives, the stretch FB-111 or an advanced
technology bomber, and report to Congress on 15
March 1981. Immediately 211 OSD bomber study
group was formed under S1 Zeiberg, and shortly
thereafter the Air Force began to formulate its
recommendations for a program. Needless to say,
we at ASD were totally, heavily and very conse-
quentially involved in all of this process — the defi-
nition phase, configuration, costing, schedule, and
all aspects.

The bottom line was the formulation proposed to
USDR&E and OSD by the Air Force and subse-
quently accepted: the B-1 bomber program of one
hundred aircraft followed by an Advanced Tech-
nology Bomber (ATB). It is vitally important that
that decision be seen in its true perspective. Itisa
bomber program designed to meet immediate
needs but which leaves the door open for what we
can bring along later, with a balance between the
two. The program was within our fiscal ability.
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This position was long considered, and long and
intensely debated, particularly once the Air Force
had formulated it.

So, in Winter 1981, we went through the decision
process. A very complex set of conditions and is-
sues had to be addressed. The process had to be
gone through even by those of us who had spent a
couple of years on the program and felt we had
worked through the answers. The decision did not
come in March, 1981. As you know, it was October,
just this month, before the President made his deci-
sion.

From an acquisition point of view we’ve got a
good solid baseline; we've got a good cost estimate;
we know how to contract for the program, we know
how to manage it. But it needs support, and it
needs stability. Yet we are moving into an era of
uncertainty. Qut in Dayton, where us country folks
are, we read in the Washington papers things like
“dead horse,” “‘what’s buried ought to be left bur-
ied,” “used car,” “what a turkey.” The battle to
articulate the B-1B program is only now beginning
in earnest. We have had representatives from the
House Surveys and Investigating Committee and
the GAO out in the field, very properly making sure
they understand how the cost estimates were built
up and how the configuration was arrived at — but
at the same time looking for what we left out. We
left out things that this or that person might want,
but which we cannot afford.

We are going to have considerable exchange in
the Congressional arena on this program, and the
argument will tend to turn on what the B-1 is not,
as opposed to what it is.

I have a sense of ““deja vu.” I remember when [
took over the AWACS programin 1973. Then tooa
new administration had come in, and they felt that
AWACS could and should be better — and rightly
so; but we had a baseline and were trying to pro-
ceed to a production decision. It took us a long time
to explain to the administration that there was a
two-year delay inherent in trying to change that
baseline to add in all the new things they wanted.
The net result was that we were accused of having
an ineffective system. The GAO came down on us
very heavily, and we made it only by the skin of our
teeth after great debates in both the Senate and
House Armed Services Committees. But the
upgrades did come through, and we programmed
them in such a way that those capabilities are com-
ing in now.

I dwell on the AWACS program because vou'll
notice that part of the rhetoric now coming out is,
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“We can’t afford two bombers. We've got this B-1,
but if we spend our money on that we won't get the
ATB.” But I suggest this to you. Idon’t disagree
with the premise that tomorrow’s systems should
be better than today’s — that's always been true.
But there is a corollary that says, “In our business,

better is the enemy of the

Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze, USAF

and is going to fulfill the vital need in the near
term.

The problem is sustaining the program, and sus-
taining the proposal. We have two-year Congresses
and four-year Presidents, but ten-year programs.
The bomber business is difficult; we're faced with

an attitude that's lasted

good.” That’s one of the 20 years — that bombers
issues that is going to be have gone the way of
debated. I repeat: the Apply a battleships. Khrushchev
structure of those two s too made that analogy —
programs was not }ightly Stfate.glc fOl' ce . but then' the Soviets went
arrived at -E nott without inthe way it's Zn tobuild the Ba}cl:lklflre.
great consideration on . . tany rate, we will have
the part of Dr. DeLauer, lntcndCd, and it works adifficult problem ahead
the Secretary of Defense . trying to convince the
and the President. There p rCtty damned WCH, Congress that this pro-
is :ats;Iructure in how we the B—-1B will be gram isl:rital}.,lt's intler-
put that program to- . esting that the people
gether, and thereis a that klnd Of who will assert that the
management rationale s B-1Bis not going tobe
forit. all'Cfaft. effective will probably
Iwould like to briefly also say that the

describe the B-1B. It will
be a highly effective system, in my judgment. We're
putting a new radar in it, an F-16 derivative. It will
have a cruise missile carriage, and its radar cross
section will be an order of magnitude smaller than
the B-1A. We know how to do those things. It will
have an upgraded version of the ALQ-161 defensive
system. I would like to assure all of you that we
have run this configuration through a considerable
amount of penetrativity analysis. The results con-
vinced us that the B-1B will be an effective penetra-
tor in its new configuration for some time to come.
Let me digress for just a moment here to make
what I think is a relevant point. You may remem-
ber an operation in Southeast Asia called Line-
backer I1. When that exercise was run in North
Vietnam in '72, some characterized it as a flagrant
abuse of people — ineffective, callous, unthinking.
When General Meyer, then CINCSAC, was briefed
on what losses to expect, estimates ranged any-
where from 20 to 30 percent of the force. As all of
you know, those operations went on for several
days and only a few bombers were lost. They went
on to the point where they had exhausted the sup-
ply of SAMs in North Vietnam, and each day the
tactics got a little better, the crews learned, the
ECM cell structure got better. We found out that
when you apply a strategic force in the way it's
intended, it works pretty damned well. And we
think the B-1B is going to be that kind of aircraft,

B-52 will last into the
next century, and isn’t it a swell airplane.

The B-52 has indecd had a long life. This is a trib-
ute toits versatility and flexibility. I suggest that it
isalsoa tribute to our inability to successfully
advocate a new bomber. We must advocate the
B-1B programin aclear, factual manner, because
it is essential.

I believe that the B-1B will be an effective and
versatile weapon system. But we have to stand
behind it and not let it be nitpicked to death. We
have got to create a meaningful dialogue on this
program.

Fowler. The whole program seems to be focused
on 100 airplanes. Historically that is an inefficient
buy. Also there are all kinds of purposes for an
airplane of that size. [ trust there’s at least some
thinking — maybe I should address this to Dick
DeLauer — about going beyond the hundred to get
further down on the learning curve.

Skantze. We are not wedded, in the final analy-
sis, one way or another. A couple of years from now
we may want to review the bidding and look at the
force structure again.

Question. Could you give us an idea what vou
envision as the role of the B-52s once the B-1 comes
in? Will we automatically phase them out, or are
we going to beef them up?

Skantze. There is a phaseout plan, and it begins
with the D model. I think that ultimately, as the
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Lt. Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze, USAF

other elements of the force structure come along —
including the MX — that we’ll phase out the Gs,
and take the Hs out of the penetrator role and make
them cruise missile carriers. It is a balanced
approach, and it does include a deliberate process
of phasing out the B-52s later on.

Question. Over what period will that 100-plane
buy take place?

Skantze. If we can get a quick go ahead, we
would expect the first 15 B-1 bombers to have an
I0C in late 86, and the balance will probably come
inby’ 89. We plan to build three a month.

Question. Does the B-1 introduce any special
command and control requirements?

Skantze. I do not envision any over and above
those that SAC uses to control the B-52 force. Bob,
are you aware of any?

Herres. Well, there will hopefully be features on
the B-1 that we don’t yet have on our B-52s. Obvi-
ously we would like to have EHF receivers, com-
munications satellite connectivity, and ELF/LF, if
we can figure out a way to get it on there — I'm not
sure it’s going to be that easy, but some say it can
be done. So, really, the same things we want for our
B-52G and H models are what we want for the B-1.
If I read your question right — “would there be
anything different?” — I don’t know of anything
we would want on the B-1 that would be different
from what we want on the B-52 G and H models; it's
all the same problem. I would say this: the need for
better communications becomes more important
after the B-1 becomes an ALCM carrier, because we
gain a lot of flexibility by having better communi-
cations with that ALCM carrier.

Question. General Skantze, one of the most suc-
cessful weapon systems we’ve ever fielded is a
SRAM. Is there any intention to capitalize further
on this technology, and perhaps later on have a
super SRAM connected with a B-1B, or even with
an ATB?
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Skantze. At the moment the intent is to utilize the
current weapons inventory plus the additional buy
of cruise missiles. We are in the process of com-
pleting the qualification of the improved SRAM
rocket motor and that will go on a standby basis.
But at the moment there are no pldns for additional
SRAM buys, though I would not rule out the possi-
bility. One of the contenders to counter a Soviet
Union Airborne Warning and Control System
(SUAWACS) would be some kind of upgraded
SRAM; but we are studying alternatives, lethal and
nonlethal, as opposed to committing ourselves one
way or another at this point.

Question. One of the problems with our current
bomber force is its vulnerability to electromag-
netic pulses in a nuclear environment. Do you envi-
sion that EMP problems will be treated in the
design of the B-1? Do you feel that we have a high
enough level of EMP testing and technology to do
that?

Skantze. The original B-1 bomber had a very
highly EMP-resistant design; that same design will
be maintained.

Question continued. Do you feel that we have a
high enough confidence in the available data to
design high confidence pictures of the aircraft?

Skantze. I think we've increased our confidence.
We've had the B-52, the E-4, and the KC-135 on the
EMP testing trestle. I think we will move ahead
with additional EMP hardening for the B-52. The
weapons chains for the SRAM and the cruise mis-
sile are both hardened, but it would get out the
hardening of the other susceptible elements of it.
That funding is in the new program.

Herres. I'm sure if there were any way todo
more than is being done without doing atmo-
spheric testing, the guys involved would like to
know about it, because it's sure been worked hard.
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Maj. Gen. Forrest S. McCartney, USAF

Commander, Ballistic Missile Office

erres. The next speaker is Major Gen-

eral Forrest S. McCartney, Commander

of the Ballistic Missile Office of Air

Force Systems Command at Norton. He
is responsible for the research, design, develop-
ment and acquisition of ICBMs for the DOD, in-
cluding, of course, the MX. The Minuteman
improvements and the advanced ballistic reentry
system are among the other programs he looks
after.

McCartney. In the remarks I had prepared, 1 had
hoped to point out that I'm not sure the decision
makers clearly understood what they were doing
when they developed the Triad, but it has sure
served our nation well for many years. I think it
will continue to serve us well,

I was also going to point out that ICBMs are rec-
ognized nationally and internatjonally as a very

PV ST Vi S G e o

substantial part of our peacemaking force, for
several reasons. Among those are their reliability,
their low operating cost, their accuracy and their
response timelines.

If you will recall, when we first got into the ICBM
business, countdowns were a matter of a few tens
of minutes. As we have progressed into solid pro-
pulsion systems, they are now a few seconds. Our
accuracies were good, but they have improved
significantly, and I foresee that trend continuing in
the future.

Another area deserves reflection: retargeting
timelines. The Atlas had a guidance system that was
along and laborious effort to reprogram. Titan 1
had a target system installed in the computer. Min-
uteman I, I believe, had a couple of target sets. In
those days, the C? systems were primarily those
required to support a launch against a primary or
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Maj. Gen. Forrest S. McCartney, USAF

alternate target. Minuteman Il had a larger set of
targets that could be selected. Now, of course, Min-
uteman III has a much larger set. It also has the
ability to retarget itself in a matter of a few tens of
minutes.

An additional requirement has thus been im-
posed on the C’ systems that support these mis-
siles: to be responsive to our national policy
regarding flexible response. This trend will cer-
tainly continue.

The MX system will have an even more flexible
retargeting capability. So that decision makers can
exploit the inherent characteristics of the ICBM
force, we need viable, enduring, survivable C* to
communicate with the MX.

Another reason we need good C* for the ICBMs is
to improve endurance. Up to this point we have
been able to obtain survivability using hardened
silos. I'll speak in a moment about future trends,
but certainly technology can give us much better
endurance than ever before. For example, the new
batteries will permit us to last a much longer time
than did conventional batteries.

With the advanced guidance systems we can
power these systems down; they can lie dormant
for extended storage periods and then be brought
up to a high state of readiness without significant
degradation in their accuracy. Even more ad-
vanced technologies in guidance systems — ring
laser gyros, for example — will allow us to make
use of dormant storage periods, if thatis in our
national interest. But it does us no good to have
those systems available if the decision makers —
the National Command Authorities — do not have
the ability to communicate with the missiles and
launch them.

About the MX basing decision: the President has
said that we will put the MX in silos in the immedi-
ate future, and that we will look forward toa
decision in '84 or so on some alternate basing tech-
niques or modes. Alternatives include a continuous
patrol aircraft, the ABM point defense, and, of
course, deep underground basing.

I think these alternatives illustrate a continued
emphasis on survivability. This puts a continuing
burden on the C? systems to support the ICBM
weapon systems in a very viable, long-enduring,
survivable way.

With all of the recent discussion about basing,

I wanted to talk to you about something that very
few people ask about these days: the missile. The
missile is doing very well. We have been working
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diligently on it. As you know, it’s about a 200,000-
pound missile, about 70 feet long, about 92 inches
in diameter, and it will fit in either Minuteman or
Titan silos, as well as in other structures such as
the MPS systems the President rejected. It has
three solid stages and one liquid stage. We are now
alittle over two years into full-scale engineering
development on that system. People don't, I think,
really appreciate that the program is about
$2,500,000,000 downstream at this time. And I
could not be better pleased with the progress we've
made.

I'd like to briefly describe the missile from top to
bottom. The design of the shroud that covers the
reentry vehicles is pretty sound and about what we
want. We have already accepted some three or four
of them. Locally, the Avco Company is working on
this, and I believe Grumman is the manufacturer.

The reentry system is ready for us. It will be
graphite epoxy — at one time we were thinking
about an aluminum structure. I think we have two
u. three of them at this point. They've passed their
{lexibility tests to see if they're stiff enough, and
the reentry part of the program is moving splen-
didly.

The fourth stage, made by Rocketdyne, has been
fired some five or six times on a workhorse-type of
configuration with its full plumbing, valves, mani-
folds; and the performance of this system has been
satisfactory. We have taken the first engineering
prototype and within a matter of weeks we will be
firing it to demonstrate its performance. To date, it
is as good or better than we had anticipated.

A lot of companies are making instruments. Lo-
cally, Draper Labs gives us support for the guid-
ance system, Northrop makes the third generation
gyros, and Honeywell makes the specific force
integrating accelerometers. Northrop out in Los
Angeles puts the equipment together.

We've run the inertial measurement unit on the
track down at Holloman AFB. I'm pleased to tell
you that it understands where it is and where it's
going. We've also put it on the centrifuge, spun it
up to a couple of times the flight environment we
expect to see for about twice the duration that we
expect, and the performance of the instruments
was just as we anticipated. We are delighted with
the performance of the inertial measurement unit
(IMU). Autonetics is integrating together the total
guidance and control hardware, including the com-
puter system; they've had that breadboard playing,
and the IMU is now being integrated with the guid-
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ance system down at Autonetics. So the guidance
system, which will provide us with increased accu-
racy, is doing well.

All three of the solid stages have been fired three
or more times. The Hercules Company has fired
stage three five times — all full-duration firings —
full-size, full-thrust. About halfway through one of
the firings we experienced some difficulty witha
heat problem in one of the exit cones, but its per-
formance was more than satisfactory and the next
firing demonstrated that we understood that prob-
lem. So we've had four perfect firings and one
almost perfect firing of the third stage. Two of the
firings of the third stage were at altitude. The sec-
ond stage most recently completed its third suc-
cessful firing at sea level. The motor on the second
stage is made by Aerojet in Sacramento. We expect
to be firing it down at Talahoma very shortly. All
three firings we’ve had to this point have been com-
pletely satisfactory.

The first stage made by Thikol in northern Utah
also has had three full-scale, full-duration firings.

The system is in a canister being built by Hercu-
les and Westinghouse, the same people who make
the launch system for the Navy. A couple of those
canisters have been delivered to this point. We've
done two or three firings of the gas-generation
system, and it performs well; it will be used to ex-
pel the missile from the tube. We are now installing
it out at the Nevada test site just northwest of Las
Vegas, where we will demonstrate the physics late
this year or early next year, to understand how the
missile will eject from the tube. Those will be full-
scale, full-weight firings; we will be pleased to get
them out of the way. Right now they look very good
tous.

We are beginning to occupy our test facilities out
at Vandenberg. Locally, GTE Sylvania will be help-
ing us to do the communications work there. Those
facilities are coming along well, and I'm looking
forward to seeing our initial flight hardware begin
to arrive at Vandenberg next August. We've
already developed much of the test and handling
equipment that we expect to deploy with this sys-
tem. We have taken a different approach this time
than they did for Minuteman. We are developing
that operational equipment from the onset. Martin
Marietta has been doing a very good job of that,
and Goodyear is one of the major subcontractors.
Their handling equipment looks good to us, and we
have the transporter that will haul the first, second
and third stage. Three of them have already been
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delivered, and they have been dispersed to the vari-
ous areas where they will operate. We believe those
transporters will be extremely useful, and will
perhaps be the transporters we will use for missile
buildup at the silos under the basing scheme the
President recently approved.

To sum up, all components of our flight hard-
ware are moving along very well. We are very
pleased with their progress at this point. We are
scheduled to make our initial launch out of Van-
denberg in early 1983. I know of no reason why we
can’t meet that objective.

Zraket. Forrest, what changes, if any, would we
have to make in the MX to go to a Big Bird, or deep
underground basing, or any of the other basing
schemes that people are talking about?

McCartney. We don’t think there would have to
be any significant changes. As a matter of fact, the
decision to put the MX into existing silos has not
impacted the flight hardware at all. We are in the
process of looking over our hardware to see if there
are any changes that are obvious to us. Right now
there are not. The missile itself is pretty rugged; we
might want to make a couple of areas of it more
rugged before putting it in an airplane. At one time,
as you know, we were asked if we could take the
missile to an air basing concept, and the answer is,
yes we could. The missile might need to be reexam-
ined structurally, but I don’t think we would have
tochange it. We are just now looking at our test
program at Vandenberg to see what changes might
be needed there. It appears that the hardware that
we intend to fly, for the first five flights at any rate,
would not be impacted. The MX is more or less
insensitive at this time to the basing mode.

Question. What is the I0C if you put the MX in
Titan silos? It seems to me that we have an urgent
problem, and that both the B-1 and MX are rather
far off. Could MX be accelerated with more fund-
ing?

McCartney. No, 1 don't think so. When we were
planning to deploy this system in mid-1986, it
looked like a pretty orderly deployment system to
us. In reexamining how to put them in the current
silos, the President, or Mr. Weinberger, suggested
we doit earlier if possible. We have been looking at
alternatives but at this point I do not want to com-
mit to anything earlier. I think '86 deployment is
about where we should be, and is about where we
will wind up. If vou wanted additional concur-
rence, perhaps vou could get it, but our program
now leads toan '86 10C, and that's where we'll
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keep it unless we find it possible to speed up. Right
now I cannot say with confidence that we coulit.
Herres. You've got to consider an orderly phase-
out of the current missile too.
McCartney. Yes, sir. I’'m sure someone is going to
ask where we are going to put the current missile,
soI'll answer it before

LY ., T YOy VR T T e s T T eT 47 =y

it could be put on submarines. I think the Admiral
could address that more readily than I, but I do not
think it is compatible with submarines. We were
not given that job to look at, and that's why I did
not mention it.
Question. Is there any reason to believe that if
ballistic missile defense

you ask. Those decisions
have not yet been made.
We're in the process of

is deployed on the U.S.
side, the MX could pene-
trate the likely Soviet

looking at that. But cer- : : ABM system?

tainly there mustbe an Itis not ObVlOllS McCartney. Well, cer-
orderlly phaseou;1 of the hOW to gO tﬁinly we arfef aware lof
missiles now in those the Soviet efforts relat-
silos. deep undcr 81' Ound ing to ballistic missile
pmeniuoweattte | andstill have dtene Loy
underground. It appears a ql_uck response. with countermeasures
that if we went that route . 2 that permit us to pene-
we'd give up one of the How decp 18 deep- trate their defenses. [

main attributes of the
ICBM, which is prompt
hard-target kill. Are you

would not expect that to
change in the future.
Question. You men-

looking at a deep under-
ground deployment that would make the missiles
immediately available?

McCartney. Sir, that will be looked at. It is not
obvious to us how to go deep underground and still
have prompt response. How deep is deep? How
would we base the missile? How long would it take
us to get ready to fire the missile? These are com-
plex problems that we must investigate. As a mat-
ter of fact, Colonel Berry, my vice commander, was
in Washington last week getting thoughts on that.
We will be issuing a request for industry to assist
usin it. It certainly will be a formidable problem to
have adequate C* deep underground as well as to
have a timely response. I think you will see a signif-
icant tradeoff there — trading off response time
for survivability.

Question. Sir, I don’t think that you mentioned
the eventual possibility of submarine basing when
you were talking about MX basing. Is that an over-
sight, or does the Air Force just not consider that a
realistic possibility?

McCartney. No, you're quite correct, 1 did not
mention it. The President asked us to examine the
alternate basing modes for the MX, which I men-
tioned: point ballistic missile defense, deep under-
ground basing, and basing on aircraft. The missile
was not designed for deployment on submarines;

I think it would be improper at this time to say that

tioned the question of
targeting and retargeting, and later we were talk-
ing about promptness of response. In the event of a
Soviet preemptive strike, would you have time to
retarget the missile?

McCartney. Assuming that there was a desire to
retarget the missile, the point I was trying to make
is that technology already allows us to be more
flexible in retargeting. The MX will be even more
responsive to retargeting. Back in the early days,
SAC Headquarters had to take the target tapes to
the field, enter the silo, and read them in. Now the
people who are operating the system adjust the
targets or retarget the system as they are directed
todo.

The point I was trying to make is that this trend
has certainly imposed an additional burden on the
C3 system. I see the MX continuing, not easing that
burden; therefore we need a viable, enduring c!
system that will permit us to exploit that flexibil-
ity. Times for retargeting are short now, and they’ll
be even shorter in the future. The system will
respond to the decision makers, the National
Command Authorities, in a way that I think is con-
sistent with our flexible response policy.

Question. I just wanted to make sure I under-
stood an answer you gave before. You said that we
are going to explore hard point defense with our
MX as an option, but vou are confident that we
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could penetrate a Soviet hard point defense. Is
that correct?

McCartney. That's the gist of what we under-
stand. We have designed the system to cope with
the threat described to us. I think the system will
do what it is intended to do for many years to come.

Regarding the decision to investigate hard point
defense for later deployment: an ABM system is the
one the Army has been tasked to study. I do not
know whether or not the system that the Army will
propose in ‘84 will be acceptable. But MX as now
designed will meet the threat as it has been
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Maj. Gen. Forrest S. McCartney, USAF

presented to us. As the threat evolves, I am confi-
dent that we will find ways to continue to meet
that threat.

Herres. A comment on one characteristic of the
land-based ICBM: its high day-to-day alert rates.
No other leg of the Triad provides, for an indefinite
period of time, the capability to put virtually your
entire force on alert day in and day out. For that
reason, you get more day-to-day capability per
dollar with the land-based ICBM than with any
other nuclear strategic deterrent capability. And
that’s very important.
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Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

Trident Systems Project Office,
Headquarters, Naval Material Commaxud

s you may gather from my biography, I

spent most of my career at sea or in sea-

duty-associated tours — in fact, 22

straight years. If you add up 11 strategic
deterrent patrols and five more long submerged
deployments on attack submarines, it comes out to
alittle over three years submerged, isolated, scull-
ing around under the ocean. So if l appear flaky to
you this morning, you'll understand why.

General Stansberry said this morning that we
were bringing in new strategic systems — the MX,
the B-1, and others. Trident is one of those other
systems.

The Trident System is a complex system consisting
of a new large submarine which is being acquired
by a project manager in the Naval Sea Systems
Command. Its nuclear propulsion plant is under
the auspices of Admiral Rickover’s Naval Reactors

Organization, Its communications systems are
under a project manager in the Naval Electronic
Systems Command. The Trident missile and all its
associated launch and fire control systems are
brought together by the Strategic Systems Project
Office, while the bases for dedicated logistics sup-
port of Trident are constructed by the Naval Facili-
ties Engineering Command. My project, the
Trident System Project, coordinates these dispar-
ate groups to ensure that all the elements come
togetherin an effective, integrated weapons sys-
tem.

The Trident System stems from extensive De-
partment of Defense studies which commenced in
1965 and culminated in the decision to build a sur-
vivable, cost-effective submarine missile launch-
ing system. In this effort, nine major systems were
examined, ranging from the Trident concept to
ballistic missiles on surface ships. Within the sub-
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Trident I missile was deployed on schedule in Octo-

ber 1979 after the most successful test and evalua-
tion program yet conducted on a submarine-
launched ballistic missile. Performance
objectives of missile range and payload were met
or exceeded.

Figure 4 shows how the Poseidon C-3 missile
used up the growth potential of the 31 Lafayette
class submarines. For strategic reasons it was de-
cided to size the Trident I missile tofit into these
submarines.

Figure 5 provides the available operating areas
of submarines carrying Poseidon missiles, toa

— e

7

POSEIDON GROWTH POTENTIAL

e

|~

POLARIS A-2 POSEIDON C-3
o y
Figure 4
Ve \

AVAILABLE SSBN OPERATING AREAS
WITH POLARIS/POSEIDON MISSILES

Figure 5

rough order of magnitude of four million square
miles. Figure 6 indicates the operating area availa-
ble with Trident I missiles — 40 million square
miles, again to a rough order of magnitude. These
operating areas are the maximum available when
the missile payload is decreased to allow for
greater range. The greatly increased operating

Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

area allowed by the greater range of Trident I gives
these SSBNs much greater survivability. It also
allows them to be based in the continental United
States, eliminating the need to depend on overseas
bases. The backfitted SSBNs can cover potential
targets immediately upon departure from their
base at Kings Bay, Georgia.

{ AVAILABLE SSBN OPERATING AREAS
WITH TRIDENT-! MISSILE

PP

Figure 6

The backfit program encompasses the twelve
Poseidon SSBNs converted to C-4 missiles. Six
have been converted and are presently deployed
out of Kings Bay, Georgia. Six more are undergo-
ing conversion or backfit and will be completed in
Fiscal Year '82. Figure 7 shows some of the subma-
rines at Kings Bay. However, these Trident backfit-
ted SSBNs are not a substitute for the modern
Trident submarines, which will provide the force
of the 1990s and beyond and will have the potential
for future missile growth capability. The inability
to backfit modern noise-reduction techniques and
ship systems into present SSBNss, their lack of

Figure 7
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Figure 10

the refit industrial facility, which contains support
shops capable of performing all repairs and main-
tenance necessary to return the ship to sea.

Figure 12 shows the waterfront area at Bangor.
In the center is the refit delta, which has two refit
piers and a drydock. It is built out away from the
shore for environmental reasons — to iet the
salmon move freely.

The Strategic Weapons Facility, Pacific, pro-
vides missile handling, storage, maintenance and
assembly for the Trident I missile. Figure 13 shows
the missile’s motor magazines. Figure 14 shows the
explosives handling wharf, which provides missile
loading and offloading capability. The submarine
actually drives under it. The wharf is shorter than
the submarine s, to allow verification from satel-
lites.

To accommodate the projected Trident SSBN
force level of at least 15 submarines, additional

- AR i Y I

Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

basing facilities will be required. National strate-
gic considerations, including the need to have mod-
ern SSBNs in both the Atlantic and Pacific theaters
to present a two-ocean ASW problem to the Sovi-
ets, strongly supported construction of a second

Figure 13
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Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

marine ballistic missile program, over one hun-
dred configurations — with variables such as mis-
sile tube size and configuration, ship size, speed
and defensive capabilities — were examined to
arrive at the Trident configuration.

Figure 1 gives an idea of the progression of the
Navy's sea-launched ballistic missiles. From Po-
laris A-1, deployed in November 1960, through A-2
in’62, A-3in '64 and Poseidon C-3 in ‘71, each new
generation of missile represents a substantial tech-
nical improvement. The C-4 missile, deployed on
640-class submarines in 1979, and the D-5 missile
which is currently under development, continue in
this tradition.
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Nominal missile ranges have improved from
1200 nautical miles for A-1 to 2500 nautical miles
for C-3. Payload has increased and accuracy has
been improved. With Poseidon, our submarine
missiles were provided multiple independently
targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs), representing a
great increase in flexibility. Each class of subma-
rine has been sized to allow room for missile
growth.

The Trident I, or C-4 missile, is the next genera-
tion after the Poseidon C-3. The C-4 missile, with a
nominal range of 4,000 nautical miles, achieves the
same accuracy as Poseidon at 2500 nautical miles.
The size of C-4 was constrained to allow it to be
backfitted into Poseidon submarines, so its dimen-
sions are the same as the Poseidon C-3. Increased
range was made possible by advances in propul-
sion, microelectronics and weight-saving materi-
als. The missile has a new three-stage, solid-
propellant configuration with a maneuver-
able equipment section. One notable difference
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from the Poseidon design is the introduction of a
solid-propellant third-stage booster mounted in
the center of the equipment section. Each of the
three stages has a boost rocket motor with ad-
vanced propellants, improved case materials, and
asingle lightweight movable nozzle with a thrust
vector control system. Boost velocity control is
achieved by burning all boost propulsion stages to
burnout and shaping the trajectory to use all the
energy without thrust termination. This method is
termed “generalized energy management steer-
ing."”

The equipment section is powered by a solid-
propellant posi-boost control system. To improve
the missile’s aerodynamic performance, an extend-
able aerospike is included to overcome the high
drag produced by the blunt C-4 nose fairing.

Figure 2 shows a flat-pad launch test of the C-4
missile. Figure 3 is a performance evaluation mis-
sile launched from a submerged submarine. The

Figure 2

Figure 3
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growth room for future improvements, and their
increasing age all place limits on their future capa-
bilities.

Figure 8 illustrates the need for Trident subma-
rines that will come with the reduction of
submarine-launched ballistic missile launch tubes
in the mid-1990s, as the Poseidon submarines re-
tire at the end of their presently planned extended
service life of 30 years.
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The Trident submarine design evolved from nu-
merous studies. The objective was to design a cost-
effective strategic launch platform that would be
survivable well into the future. Survivability is
maximized when the SSBNs are at sea and sub-
merged; therefore Trident was planned to have a
shorter refit period than earlier SSBNs and a nine-
year interval between overhauls, the overhaul per-
iod itself being reduced to twelve months. These
economies result in a 66% at-sea availability over
the lifetime of the Trident submarine — a signifi-
cant increase over the availability of our current
force, which is 55%. This great improvement in
at-sea operational time, made possible by unique
Trident-integrated logistics support and modular
equipment replacement concepts, further en-
hances the credibility of the submarine-launched
ballistic missile deterrent by maximizing the time
the force is at sea, submerged and survivable.

The Trident submarine was designed based on
all the survivability and capability requirements of
asea-based deterrent system. The power plant will
provide the speed required to invade enemy ASW
platforms in broad areas of the ocean. Trident sub-
marine design allows higher patrol speeds and
less radiated noise, ensuring secure patrol

70

operations over larger areas of the ocean and
greater capability for threat avoidance.

Twenty-four missile tubes are installed on the
Trident, compared to 16 on Poseidon submarines.
The ship design allows room for growth in the mis-
sile tubes for follow-on missiles such as Trident 1
or the D-5 missile with capability for improved
accuracy, greater payload and greater range. Suf-
ficient volume is available for extensive noise-
quieting measures. Growth room is provided for
the ship’s systems so that future improvements
affecting survivability and effectiveness over Tri-
dent’s 30-year design life can be incorporated. The
ship is designed for rapid removal of equipments,
and space is available for free movement of equip-
ments to the logistics hatches where the equipment
can be removed and replaced. The logistics hatches
themselves are six feet in diameter, compared to all
previous submarine hatches, which were on the
orderof 25 inches in diameter. All of these features
will lead to decreased in-port time needed for nor-
mal maintenance or repairs.

The first Trident submarine, OHIO, is expected
tobe delivered to the Navy in October 81. After
predeployment operations she will deploy in late
'82.

The third major feature of the Trident system, in
addition to the submarine and the missile, is the
Trident logistics support system. The principal
component of this system is the new submarine
base at Bangor, Washington, built specifically to
support the first Trident submarine squadron.
Having shore support facilities concentrated in an
integrated, dedicated site has many advantages.
Crucial transit time is saved for the submarine,
making it possible to meet the stringent opera-
tional goals of Trident. Furthermore, when the
Trident returns from patrol the crew is already
home, since their families are in Bangor. Therefore
both crews are available to conduct the refit and
preparation for the next patrol. This permits a
shorter refit period and improves communications
between the two crews.

There are four major Trident support commands
at Bangor. Submarine Base Bangor provides host
command support. Figure 9 shows the core area of
the submarine base, with administrative and per-
sonnel support facilities. The Trident triining fa-
cility, which provides initial replaceinecand
advanced training for Trident svstem personnel, is
shown in Figure 10. The Trident refit facility pro-
vides intermediate-level maintenance and replen-
ishment of Trident submarines. Figure 1l shows
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Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

Trident base on the east coast of the United States.
After completion of extensive strategic and eviron-
mental studies, Kings Bay, Georgia was selected as
the location of the Trident Atlantic coast strategic
submarine base. Planning and design work for
Kings Bay is underway. Figure 15 shows part of the
area where the base will be built.

Figure 14

Figure 15

As I mentioned earlier, the missile tubes of the
new Trident submarines are designed larger than
requircd by the Trident I missile. This takes advan-
tage of expected advances in missile technology
and provides growth room for follow-on missiles
with greater capability which we expect to be de-
veloped over the 30-year life of the submarine. An
advanced development program for the Trident I1
follow-on missile was started last year. Its im-
proved accuracy and payload characteristics will
optimize the effectiveness of the Trident fleet in
support of future national deterrent objectives,
and will provide the submarine leg of the Triad

M) P At A D el I i e v -

with capability against a wide spectrum of Soviet
targets.

The President has announced that the D-5 missile
will be developed, with an initial operatinal capa-
bility in 1989. An ongoing improved accuracy pro-
gram, to be completed this year, is providing a vital
input to the advanced development effort. With
completion of the improved accuracy program we
will have a better understanding of the error
sources, and of the technology necessary to achieve
the higher accuracies desired in our next-
generation missile.

By its very nature, the Trident force will act asa
stabilizing influence during times of worldwide
crisis. The continuing existence of a survivable at-
sea ballistic missile force will decrease incentives
forlarge-scale attacks on the United States since
such attacks would not affect our ability to retali-
ate with submarine-launched ballistic missiles.
The Trident incorporates the latest technology. It
is designed to counter postulated threats. It will
operate in large areas of the world’s oceans where
it cannot be effectively targeted. Trident is there-
fore essentially invulnerable to preemptive attack.
This inherent survivability provides our nation
with a secure reserve force which can threaten the
recovery capability of any nation, preventing nu-
clear blackmail. The Trident system will contrib-
ute to arms control stability, since its high pre-
launch survivability and potential effectiveness
against a wide spectrum of Soviet targets will re-
duce the value to the Soviets of further investments
in heavy land-based missiles and any first-strike
advantages those missiles may currently appear to
offer.

To sum up, the Trident I missiles are deployed on
backfitted SSBNs. Qur first Trident submarine,
OHIO, will join the fleet next month, and work is
underway on a more advanced Trident Il missile.
The key mission of our SSBN forces, deterrence,
will continue to be met for a long time to come.

Question. Admiral, is it possible to accommo-
date the MX? And is it likely that the Navy may
want to be considered as basing for MX after '84?

Catola. I don't think it's practical to backfit MX
into Trident. The MX is a much larger missile than
Trident is designed to carry. Secondly, the MX
missile has a liquid propellant, a disadvantage ina
sealed atmosphere. We shudder at the thought of
that on a submarine. A study of basing small num-
bers of MXs externally on small diesel electric
submarines looked at the aspects of survivability
and practicality. As a concept, it is a possibility. It
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has its own problems, and when you consider cost-
effectiveness, you find that it is much more expen-
sive to put small numbers of missiles on many
small submarines than to build a normal-sized
submarine with many missile tubes.

Question. Admiral, Dr. DeLauer said that Mr.
Weinberger and he were nervous about the slow
data rate of communications to subs. What sort of
communications do you think are needed?

Catola. We expect to backfit Trident submarines
with an ELF capability. In fact, we will undoubt-
edly backfit our entire SSBN force with ELF. We
do have communications continuously. One of the
mission requirements of the strategic force is to
have 100% communications. Currently, those are
primarily VLF communications, which require the
use of antennas which are either on the surface or
directly below the surface. With ELF we will be
able to go much deeper, and we can employ it in
any of several ways. It can be employed under a
bell-ringer concept, to indicate that a message is
coming and that the submarine must come shal-
lower to get it. Or, properly made up, the whole
message could get through in a short period of
time. I don’t know exactly what the speed is. You

can probably get Admiral Tomb to talk more about
that tomorrow.

Question. What is the function of torpedo tubes?

Catola. Torpedos are used as defensive weapons.

At the present time, Trident is equipped with Mark-

Rear Adm. Stanley G. Catola, USN

48 torpedoes for use in defense only. The strategic
mission requires these submarines to stay clear of
other ships, to maintain themselves in a posture
prepared to launch on short notice, so they
wouldn’t be performing the same type of mission
as our attack submarines which seek out targets.
However, they must be capable of defending them-
selves, and that’s the purpose of four torpedo tubes
and the defensive weapons load.

Question. Could you bring us up to date on the
IOWA-class battleship? Are you expecting any of
them to be brought back into the service, and if so,
how many? What are you going to do with them?
How will you arm them? More importantly, how
will you defend them?

Catola. I can answer that in general. We are
bringing out the IOWA-class battleships; we intend
to bring out all four of them. We are backfitting
them with Tomahawk, Harpoon, and other modern
weapon systems so that they will be the center of
some of our battle groups. They’ll be protected
then, not only with their own weapons, but with
those of the rest of the battle group.

Question. Has there been a decision on the D-5
configuration?

Catola. No, the D-5 is getting an early look right
now and the configuration has not yet been pinned
down. Several alternatives have been reviewed, but
no determinations have been made. As I said be-
fore, the D-5 hasan ‘89 I10C.
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uestion. You mentioned that youhad a
lot of associate contractors in your
management scheme. I'm wondering if
you can describe your management
scheme to us, and how you feel about it?
McCartney. Well yes, we do. We have some 12 or
14 major contractors, each of whom is responsible
for what would normally be called a subsystem;
and we in turn assume the responsibility for inte-
grating those. I think it works well. You know, it
has been said many times — and properly so — that
it’s very easy to get competition into a program as
you initiate it. In a very large program, the chal-
lenge is to keep up the competition five years into a
ten-year program. The associate contractor
scheme permits us to do that. This management
approach was very successfully used on the Min-
uteman, so we are comfortable with it. We think it
works well and we intend to continue it.

PP S NS S .

Question. Could you bring us up to date on the
current state-of-the-art of tracking submarines —
our ability to track enemy submarines and vice
versa — and what has happened recently ? How
difficultisit?

Catola. I can say with great confidence that we
still enjoy a significant lead over the Soviets in the
area of acoustic tracking of submarines. The Sovi-
ets are working hard to narrow that, and we are
continuously assessing the threat that their ad-
vances pose. They are also working in many other
areas besides acoustics, such as magnetics and
radar. None of these, though, judging from our
analyses, provides any capability for open-ocean
location of submarines.

Zraket. I wanted to ask you, General Herres, how
SAC feels about the air-launched MX. In your
mind, what are the pros and cons of such a system?

Herres. The SAC-supported approach to making
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the MX survivable as the leg of the Triad providing
ICBM characteristics was the Mobile Protective
Shelter (MPS). It is a value judgment how best to
make the MX survivable. It has not been SAC's
position that the airborne patrol aircraft is the best
approach to that. Obviously the MPS is our ap-
proach. The hardened silo is another approach; we
don’t regard it as providing quite the same degree
of survivability, but it has other advantages and it
really buys us time to look more carefully at more
convincing methods of making the MX survivable.

Zraket. Are your reasons for not liking the air-
launched mode economic or operational ?

Herres. I think the O&M costs would eat us alive.
And there is another aspect that is important. You
are in a gray area as to whether you have a Triad
anymore. If you can keep the thing airborne all the
time — which theoretically you can do, although it
would be awfully expensive — then maybe you do
have it, but I'm not too sure. If you have part of it on
the ground, then you have to ask yourself whether
you really have a Triad anymore; because you give
up some of the characteristics of the leg that the
ICBM provides — one of which I mentioned a few
minutes ago: day-to-day alert rates of 98 and 99
percent. It's hard to achieve that with any other
system.

There are other problems too, but youareina
grey area between that and the manned bomber
withan ALCM.

Skantze. Anytime you get a manpower-intensive
system your alert rate drops dramatically. We
looked at air-launched systems on a preliminary
basis, and prelaunch survivability is a particularly
vexing problem. If you put that system over the
ocean areas, it wouldn't be a bad target for a Rus-
sian cruiser needing some target practice. We are,
however, going to explore how to go about it, and
we will do some intensive concept definition.
Because it has an out-year budget line I expect we
will do a fairly intensive examination of it in con-
junction with Forrest McCartney's people.

Kahn. How trackable is such an airborne system
from satellites or from other airplanes — or do you
have to keep them over land? How trackable are
they from the ground, say from a cruiser?

Herres. I don't think we can answer that without
getting classified, I'm afraid.

Question. Admiral, about arming the submarine
with the torpedos for self-defense: what sort of
threat, what sort of possible attack is that protec-
tion against? And is there no defensive missile
capability for that, maybe from an air attack?
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Catola. The Mark 48 torpedo is an anti-surface-
ship and antisubmarine torpedo. It could be used
ineither case, should you be in a position to launch
and find yourself encountering an ASW threat
from either one. We currently have no defense
against aircraft except to stay clear of them. We're
continuing to look at various development pro-
grams in case we determine that we must address
the aircraft threat.

Question. Would either of you care to comment
on the allocations, allowances or systems you're
using to deal with C* with respect to the two major
systems just discussed — the B-1 and the Trident?
Youdidn't raise any particular problems in design-
ing those structures to accommodate C3, or any
advantages for modern C*.

Herres. I think some of that will be discussed in
Session III. With that, I offer the opportunity for
both gentlemen to comment.

Skantze. As far as the B-1 is concerned, thereisa
basic command and control structure by which
SAC operates the bomber force. The B-1 force
would fit into that same scheme of command and
control, with the exception of the programming to
add communications, like additional low fre-
quency communications. I wouldn’t anticipate any
dramatic change in the methodology SAC cur-
rently uses to control the bomber force. If we were
to go to additional satellite communications, that
would not be restricted to the B-1; I suspect,
though, that it would cover the B-1 as well as the
B-52force.

Herres. I would simply add that the problems
are independent of the weapon system. The basic
problems we see from an operational standpoint
are the electronic and physical survivability of the
medium or of the systems that are used. And that's
a problem no matter whether you're talking about
aB-1,aB-52, a Minuteman, an MX or what have
you. Clearly you’ve got to put the receivers on the
systems themselves, but selecting the receivers
that correspond to systems that optimize your
survivability, both electronically and physically, is
the tricky part. I think there will be plenty of
opportunities to get into that in Session II1. In fact,
I think it will be hard to avoid.

It’s relevant from the standpoint of the charac-
teristics of the Triad, though, because each of the
legs of the Triad has differing characteristics with
respect to the command and control connectivity
problem. The ICBM probably has the most and
widest variety of sure wavs of getting communica-
tions — getting messages to and from the svstem —
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and the best chance of continuous communica-
tions. The airplane is good within its operating
areas, but there are problems when you get out of
range of a certain medium. The submarine has its
own unique problems, and the ELF debate pretty
well brings those into focus.

Soeach leg has its own characteristics, and
that’s very important, because it's another way of
illustrating how important the Triad is to the credi-
bility of our nuclear deterrence. In my view, the
extent to which these systems complement one
another spreads to the whole array of their capabil-
ities: throw weight and survivability, prelaunch
survivability, flexibility, application and retarget-
ing, and all the things one can do or might want to
do with these systems. Some have greater, some
lesser degrees of those characteristics. C is cer-
tainly among them and is a very, very important
part of the picture.

Catola. Trident was designed and built with es-
sentially the same command and control system
we have for the rest of the submarine strategic
forces, with the capability to backfit new systems
as they become necessary. Space and weight have
already been reserved for ELF, and the ship is de-
signed to take on other improvements also.

Question. Our strategic concept is based on the
Triad, and so is the Soviets’. Apparently we got into
that configuration before they did because we had
the fleet ballistic missite before they did. So we are
both in the same bas.c configuration in terms of
mutual deterrence, or whatever you would call it.
Knowing that systems change, what do you esti-
mate the next generation of a Triad might be, and
what work is going on to keep us ahead of the Sovi-
ets in terms of the total strategic picture?

Herres. We at SAC hope that the configuration in
the next generation of the Triad will be the MX, the
B-1and the Trident. I don’t think there is any ques-
tion about that. What comes after that is a function
of some of the things that have been discussed. It
gets pretty grey out there, because we're talking
about some distance into the future. Perhaps the
advanced technology bomber will be a part of it,
whatever that is. The kinds of things we are talking
about as a follow-on to that are — what did you call
them, Larry (Skantze) — pieces of paper in the back
room: designs, concepts and so forth.

Skantze. I might say a few words about the air-
breathing leg of the Triad (bombers) from a devel-
opmental standpoint, trying to project ahead. We
are some distance from getting to an advanced
technology bomber. We think we understand what
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elements there are in the critical technology and
how to develop them. But it takes time and it in-
volves risk. At the same time you may have noted
that in his decision the President clearly said that
we would increase the cruise missile buy. I think
we know how to improve the cruise missile. Specif-
ically, there's an improved Williams engine under
development now — the 14A6 which will increase
the thrust significantly. There are some obvious
things to do in terms of smoothing the platform
and decreasing the radar cross section. I think in
the year ahead we will be looking at improved
cruise missile designs, because we would expect
those still to be part of the air-breathing force. I
think those elements, and how well we achieve
reduced radar cross sections, and how strongly the
very high speed integrated circuit (VHSIC) technol-
ogy influences our systems, will be extremely sig-
nificant. I think that we will be able to do more in
smaller sizes, yet retain a very low radar cross sec-
tion. Fundamentally, we see these air-breathing
systems going in that direction.

Herres. There is one other aspect of the question:
about characteristics and how the characteristics
might change. I think one of the differences be-
tween our Triad and the Soviets’ is that we carrya
larger piece of our delivery capability in our
manned bombers, in terms of throw weight, than
do the Soviets. And I think that will continue to be
the case in the next generation, remembering that
the next generation — the B-1, the MX, and the
Trident — will be complemented by the B-52G and
H models as ALCM carriers. You will recall that
the G and H models are about 15 years younger
than the D models, which we are taking out of the
inventory this year and next. The G and H models
are being modified now with the offensive avionics
system modification that General Skantze dis-
cussed. They will be in the program for quite some
time to come. The H model has a tremendous range
capability with turbo fan engines. There will be 150
ALCM carriers. They will continue to be a big piece
of that air-breathing part of the Triad, because of
the ALCM and its capability. Incidentally, this new
book — I brought it along in case I needed to look
anything up — is kind of interesting. It's got a lot of
good information in it — Soviet Military Power.
This has been somewhat highly publicized. It was
just put out by OSD, and has a lot of good figures.

Scowcroft. It seems to me that to give the B-1
enduring survivability, it has to have short field or
unimproved field capability. Is that being designed
into the aircraft?
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Skantze. No, I think the B-1 will have the takeoff
requirements originally envisioned. I go back to
the statement I made when we advocated the pack-
age: that the B-1 force of 100 would be configured
to do a certain fundamental mission, but would
inherently have the characteristics to expand to
more. I think what you are implying is that maybe
the President has the impression it will initially
have a whole bunch of those characteristics.

For example, some of the investigating people
who came by had a list of every conventional
weapon anybody ever thought of, and said, ‘“Have
you allowed for carrying each one of those weap-
ons? Have you allowed for the fire control system
that does so and so? And when will it all be tested ?”
Inherently, the B-1 will be able to grow. But we
made a conscious decision to aim it toward the
fundamental capability plus the cruise missile
carriage, at least to begin with. The other things,
I'm sure, will come to pass as the plane evolves. But
they are not currently in the program — at least
they’re not in the one I'm trying to negotiate with
the four major contractors.

Question. I wonder if someone on the panel will
address the question in the President’s package of
submarine-launched cruise missiles? We seem
fixated on the deterrent Triad. Perhaps we have at
least a Pentad. Perhaps, in terms of penetrativity
and survivability, there aren’t simply three legs.
There are actually different sets of different modes
of both basic and penetration; and while from the
point of view of redundancy that’s not a bad thing,
we hurt ourselves when we focus so quickly on the
number three.

In fact, looking at the package we announced last
week, one of its most interesting components
might have been the proposal for the submarine-
launched cruise missiles, particularly in the light
of current political problems associated with put-
ting ground-based cruise missiles on the continent
of Europe. You may have heard last week’s pro-
posal to position cruise missiles off the shores of
Europe, because of the political difficulty in Eu-
rope. It’s odd that we haven’t heard that mentioned
once here. Could we hear alittle about the timing
and deployment and missions of those submarine-
launched cruise missiles?

Catola. From my viewpoint this came as a bit of a
surprise. In fact, I too was surprised it wasn’t men-
tioned earlier. We are building the capability into
our attack submarines (we were doing so even be-
fore the announcement) to launch Tomahawk mis-
siles using a vertical launch system in the 688-class
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submarines. But the land-attack nuclear version of
that was not initially in the Navy plan. We're still
looking at that, and I'm not prepared to talk about
how it will be done or the implications of it.

Comment. There were two reasons for the deci-
sion to put the cruise missile on the submarine.
One was that we could get more strength quickly,
and since we are seriously behind the Soviet Union
in strength, that was a very important reason. The
second reason was that the missiles that we will
deploy in Europe are vulnerable to surprise attack.
Indeed, their presence there, along with the pre-
positioned materiel, the nuclear storage, and our
dependence on runways and other attributes of
mobilization, mean that to some degree we are
making Europe into a gigantic Pearl Harbor. We
would like to decrease the incentive for that. Hav-
ing a good force at sea that we could use if the Sovi-
ets take out the land-based force is, we think, a
good way to do that.

Zraket. I wanted to ask Larry (Skantze) the same
question on the air-launched cruise missile. What
will happen to the ALCM program? We talked
about the B-1 as a penetrator; it can carry 20 to 30
cruise missiles. Is there a program to outfit the B-1
with cruise missiles immediately? What will hap-
pen to the B-52 cruise missile program?

Skantze. Well, there's an increase in the total buy
of cruise missiles. We were going to buy about
3400; now it will be close to 3700. The funding to
put the cruise missile on the B-1 starts in '83. We
had already planned to put provisions in the con-
figuration so that the strong back part would be
built into the hardpoint structure as wellas a
moveable bomb bay divider in the front bomb bay.
So those provisions were already in. We may also
look at upping the rate, and we will outfit B-1s as
well as continue the original program for the
B-52s. That's why I made the earlier comment.
Looking at the number of years over which that
buy takes place, if you have a logical break-in point
for the improved engine and some obvious radar
cross section reductions, it makes sense to just do
that kind of P’ upgrade.

Herres. We're planning in SAC to have cruise
missiles for bnth the B-52G and H, and for the B-1.
But we’ll still be producing them for the Gs and Hs
with the mods for quite a while. I'm pleased to con-
firm what Larry (Skantze) said about the unit at
Griffiss. It was one of my units in the 8th Air Force;
I'm very pleased with the progress we made up
there. We're training crews, and we're flying the
first ALCM-modified B-52G. The program is not
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without problems, of course, like any new pro-
gram, but it’s doing well.

Question. To continue with the B-1 questioning a
little bit: this morning we heard some fearsome
things about Soviet strategic air defense. There
were figures quoted: 10,000 surface-to-air missiles,
2500 fighter interceptors, 6,000 radars. With the
decision to go ahead with the B-1 and the continu-
ing emphasis on cruise missiles, it seems to me that
penetration becomes a very real concern. What can
you say in a public forum to reassure people that
these air-breathing elements of the strategic forces
can really get through?

Skantze. Well, as I said earlier in my discussion,
we do have the B-1B, the modified B-1. I might
point out that it is about 80% common with the
B-1, or stated another way, about 80% of the origi-
nal B-1 design is in tact. We had a fairly extensive
developmental test program on the ALQ-161,
which was the AIL defensive system. Although that
kind of testing was engineering oriented rather
than operationally oriented, we were nevertheless
encouraged as to how the ALQ-161 would perform
against modern threat systems — like F-15s,
AWACS, and combinations thereof. In addition, we
know with a high degree of confidence that we
could reduce that radar cross section considera-
bly. Now, if you take that combination and run it
on its operational profile of 200 feet above the
ground at .85 or .9 Mach, and you program it
against real defenses as they are plotted and
known in the Sino-Soviet landmass, you are not
running each individual bomber against a thou-
sand line-of-sights. In effect you just use line-of-
sight as an effective defense. The aircraft is rarely,
at any given point, in more than two low-level radar
coverages. The opportunity to track and fire
against it is limited in that sense. But I want to
assure you that very extensive penetrativity analy-
ses have been performed and looked at in excruci-
ating detail by the people on Dr. DeLauer’s staff.
For the foreseeable future, we feel confident that
the B-1B is going to be a successful penetrator.

Question. If I could follow through on two lines
— to what extent does your conclusion depend on
coordination with other strategic force elements:
precursors in flight?

Skantze. The analyses did not include precur-
sors. So precursors that would take out air defense
command and control sites would be an additional
advantage. The analyses were run against a pris-
tine system, undegraded.

Question. The second question would be: to what
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extent does the conclusiondependonpr. .iSo-
viet capability, as opposed to what they c.- - reason-
ably be expected to achieve over the next 5to 10
years?

Skantze. I assure you we went through some
painful, excruciating projections of what we
thought the Soviets would have after 1990, and that
was the benchmark. So we did take that threat into
account, as best we could.

Question. And that was something like the cur-
rent U.S. capability?

Skantze. Current plus, let’s say.

Herres. From the standpoint of the people
who've got to fly those airplanes in there, I don't
see the curtain dropping overnight on a penetrat-
ing bomber for a long time. It will never really drop
overnight. There will be gradual shifts in the ad-
vantage that one system has over another. Our
radars are getting better, we are able to fly lower
and lower, and the radars they have can’t see
through the earth yet, and they still have the basic
physical line-of-sight problem. The Soviet Union is
an awfully big country to protect with the
SUAWACS, and the penetrator has a lot uf advan-
tages. It's not an easy environment to penetrate. It
is achallenge. But penetrators will be around for a
long time, and the ability to get through those
defenses will be with us for a long time. I could
underline that by reemphaising what General
Skantze said earlier when he was talking about
Linebacker II during those eleven days over Hanoi,
the most heavily defended area that anybody could
ever imagine. [ believe my numbers are correct —
there were 721 sorties flown and 14 airplanes lost.
Infact, I believe in the last two nights not a single
airplane was lost. Pretty impressive, and they were
not flying low either.

Question. To what extent are the Services inte-
grated in their communications? For example,
regarding penetration by a Russian submarine:
presumably the Navy is watching for that and
would track it, and the Air Force is watching and
would try to track it. Do the two communicate? Are
we that simply integrated? Would they, by design,
track independently ? Or would they coordinate
immediately?

Herres. I think I can answer that very simply.
The Commander-in-Chief for the North American
Air Defense Command in Colorado Springs is in
constant contact in a variety of ways with the
Commander-in-Chief of the Atlantic Fleet, which is
where a lot of sub tracking activity takes place.
And my boss at SAC is kept well informed, on a
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microsecond-by-microsecond basis, as to the
results of that activity. So there is close coordina-
tion, and it is orchestrated by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

Question continued. And overlap is builtin? You
would be looking for submarines even though — ?

Herres. You're talking about systems developed
to track Soviet submarines?

Question continued. Yes.

Herres. Well, yes and no. There are missions
assigned to different commands, and I'm not sure I
know how to answer your question.

Question continued. I wondered if you have a
Triad concept on the defensive posture — on the
watch posture — as well as on the offensive?

Herres. ] think I see what you mean. Ican’t an-
swer that question very well with respect to sub-
marines; in fact, I'm not sure we could answer it
without being classified. But I think it’s fair to say
that the comparable concept in the defensive world
is called “dual phenomenology.” I'm sure that Gen-
eral Hardinger would like to sell the concept of
“triple phenomenology,” but he has enough time
and difficulty trying to get the money for “‘dual
phenomenology.” The idea is that in the business of
detecting threats, one would like to have two dif-
ferent phenomena available as detection mecha-
nisms, such as radar and infrared, for example —
depending on what the system is you're trying to
detect, what the platform is and so forth. That’s the
closest thing that I can think of to a comparable
concept.

Question continued. I was thinking back to our
submarine armed with torpedoes, facing a threat
from an enemy sub. If a Russian submarine were
penetrating our space, wouldn't we have already
programmed something from the air as a major
component of protection?

Herres. That's basically a Navy mission.
Admiral, can you answer that?

Catola. ASW is a Navy mission. We do, of course,
have ASW aircraft, surface ships and submarines
participating in that mission. Any such detection
as you have indicated would be sent back to head-
quarters and to the Atlantic Fleet Headquarters,
primarily for the East Ceast, and depending on the
situation, action would be taken from there. De-
tecting a submarine in U.S. waters doesn't neces-
sarily indicate an immediate problem, unless of
course you're already in an advanced state of alert.
Detection of a submarine under normal circum-
stances would be pursued by the Navy under
peacetime rules of engagement.

Question. When a penetrativity study is done,
sir, is it done by a dedicated group of protagonists
oradedicated group of antagonists?

Skantze. A little of both. They’re done indepen-
dently. The user is very skeptical of us. We develop
these great things; he's skeptical as to how they
work. In the case of the B-1, the users, the Strate-
gic Air Command, have a good capability at their
headquarters to do penetrativity studies. | happen
to have a few people who are also capable, and
there are people in the Air Staff who are very capa-
ble of doing penetrativity studies. And these are all
really independent sources in many respects. We
must make sure that everybody accepts a ration-
ale, a set of assumptions. My impression of those
penetrativity studies is that they are not optimis-
tic; in fact they tend to be a little pessimistic. I
think the three groups operated fairly indepen-
dently, but came close to the same conclusions; and
where there were differences, they had to find out
how they differed in rationale.

Now in the same sense, Dr. DeLauer’s people
look at it all, and they have to be convinced. Pro-
grams and Analysis, who work for him, looks in
great detail at how those studies were done — they
have to be convinced. I assure you that a lot of the
people involved are not protagonists, but in some
cases skeptics.

Question. How serious are the personnel prob-
lems that the Navy and the Air Force face in the
next two decades: to find qualified people to re-
place the personnel they're losing, and to meet
their needs over the next twenty years.

Catola. I'm not sure that I can look 20 years
ahead in the personnel business, but the Navy’s
personnel picture, I think, is looking up. We see
improved statistics and retention for enlisted and
officer personnel. We have sufficient retention to
accommodate those ships that we want to build
and as long as we continue to get the support in pay
and compensation that we are currently enjoying, I
see no problem in accommodating our needs.

Herres. [ don't have much to add to that. I don't
think it’s going to be easy, though. We know that in
the latter part of this decade we will see a smaller
population in the age groups we're looking for.
General Ryan, our new training commander,
recently commented on this. It looks like we're
going to be in competition for people -- they're
going to be hard to get — in the latter part of this
decade, and we're going to have to build systems
that don’t take an army of people to maintain. I say
that only partially in jest. We've got a tough road
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ahead of us. I don’t think we’re ever going to see the
day when we can pay the people we need in uni-
form as much as they could make if they were
working somewhere else. We never have, and there
isn’t any reason to think that that will change. The
best we can hope for is to keep that difference nar-
row enough so that the other things that make a
military career rewarding and interesting, exciting
and challenging will make the difference. That will
take strong leadership, and a high quality officer
corps. The Admiral’s comments sound good, but
it's a big problem.

Skantze. My particular interest is engineers. We
have seen some diminution in the concern for pay
because of the previous pay raise. And this one
certainly helps tremendously. There is also a con-
tinuation bonus for engineers. That will help tre-
mendously because for blue suit engineers we are
not competitive with industry. So I think that situa-
tion is improving. A continual problem is the con-
cernon the part of young service families about
moving. More and more you find that wives work,
have their own jobs, their own careers. They are
reluctant to move, and that is a problem. Another
problem we now face is that we are losing bright
young full colonels.

Question. We need civilian recognition of what
the military cando?

Herres. That's a good point. And I like to make
that point every time we have a civilian group visit
our headquarters. They tell us that there are a lot
of things they can do to help us out, but one thing
they need to do is make the military people in their
community feel like what they’re doing is worth-
while. That really means a lot to our people. And we
don’t have nearly as much of that as we used to
have. It just doesn’t exist in our society today like it
did 25 to 30 years ago. People will do absolutely
amazing things, if they know they're needed. That's
more important than the pay you give people. The
pay has got to be reasonable, though.

This is a big problem. I'd just like to add that in
our avionics maintenance squadrons, for example,
we're typically manned at around 80 to 85 percent.
In my previous command, the Air Force Communi-
cations Command, I had 50,000 people, in general
technically oriented. In all the tough critical-curve
fields, in the peripherals where we had to be the
most competitive with the outside world, the man-
ning ran at about 85 percent. When you are at 85
percent of the manning you need, there are only
two things you can do: cut back on production —
have less pure weapons systems available, less of
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the job getting done — or work your people harder.
If you work your people harder, you encourage
them to go find some place else towork. [tisa
vicious circle — the more you work them (they can
take just so much of 12 hours on and 12 off, five and
six days a week) pretty soon the reenlistment rates
godown, you're manned at a lower rate, and you've
got to work the remaining guys harder. Youcan‘t
go on like that; we've got to solve that problem.

Let me just sum up briefly what I think we heard
our speakers say. Initially, I believe, a good point
was made that the administration has made a deci-
sion which acknowledges, as I interpret it, the im-
portance of the Triad concept by announcing that
the bomber leg, in the form of the B-1, will be mod-
ernized, and that the land-based ICBM leg will be
modernized with the MX. I think Dr. DeLauer
drove the point home — there will be an MX. And
what’s important about that and the bomber deci-
sion to me is that the Triad concept will continue to
be etched in stone and an article of faith.

It's clear that finding the right way to configure
the MX system to maximize survivability is an on-
going issue, and that the administration's ap-
proach is to buy time with the hardened silo
approach for initial deployment.

The B-1is a much needed B-52 replacement
which will keep options open regarding an ad-
vanced technology bomber, and there is plenty of
time to decide whether to have a hundred, or more
than a hundred. There is likely, however, tobe a
tough fight in the Congress, and the possibility of
that may have been overshadowed by the MX
debate. Nevertheless, ASD is optimistic about the
program's cost, schedule and its performance.
Similarly, the Ballistic Missile Office is confident
about MX development, notwithstanding the bas-
ing issues. Again — cost, schedule and perform-
ance look good. They are working on the silo basing
concept now, and other ongoing studies are being
generated to look at other options, both at the Aero-
nautical Systems Division and at the Ballistic Mis-
sile Office.

We had a very useful and interesting review and
background of the current activities associated
with the Trident program and the modernization of
the SLBM leg of the Triad. Highlighted as signifi-
cant were the logistics efforts, which will substan-
tially increase the patrol time for the system to 66
percent. That is a significant increase in our na-
tional capability.

We also got an impressive view of the much en-
larged operating area facilitated by the increased
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. missile capability. One can imagine the impact that
i this will have on improving the survivability of this
3 very important, most survivable leg of the Triad.
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Session 111
C3 Systems for the President
and Military Commanders

Introduction:
Lt. Gen. Hillman Dickinson, USA

Director, C* Systems
Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

he subject of this session is C* svstems, and from my perspective the most

important word in that title is ““systems’ — because, as vou really take a

system approach to the problem of command and control, you find that

this is the piece that has been given too little service in the past. If vou
think about it, the entire bureaucracy that works in this business has been orga-
nized to develop and field items project by project, with very little attention to the
overall organization system. During the last administration, an effort was started
in the OSD portion of the staff tolook at C*l as a system. A little over two vears ago
our Directorate was organized in the Joint Staff to take the same approach — the
system approach to developing, defining, validating the requirements and recom-
mending priorities for funding those requirements, so that we could field this
thing that would in fact be a system and not just a collection of pieces. We have
been followed in a system of organization by a number of our commanders-in-chief
around the world. And I believe this will have a major effect in the future,
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Lt. Gen. Hillman Dickinson, USA

Generally, when you speak to people about C?
systems, eyes cross. Part of the problem is the
extensive vocabulary of jargon used by communi-
cators. It's really rather a simple idea. I make an
analogy to the human body as a system. A body has
eyes and ears that bring in the information. It hasa
nervous system that transmits that information to
the brain, where various factors are put together,
decisions are made, and those decisions are then
transmitted to the body for action.

That’s precisely what we're talking about — a
system approach to C* systems. We have sensors
that provide information. We have communica-
tions systems that bring information to the deci-
sion makers, who function with staff assistance at
the command posts. And we have communications
systems that transmit decisions back to the forces.
It’s just that simple, from the system approach.

The groundwork for the progress we're making
now was laid by many. General Dougherty, during
his time at SAC, had many of the ideas that are only
now, finally, coming into the program and budget
with a new thrust. General Ellis, Admiral Hay-
ward, Jerry Dinneen — all of them had many ideas.
The very marked support that we in C? Systems
(C*S)are getting now in this area — exemplified
best by the recent statements of the President —
result from the recognition of C* systems as an
important portion of our overall armed forces sys-
tem. That is now very clear.

It's time to shift gears. We no longer have to con-
vince people that there is a problem or that the
support is needed. We now have to produce and
field the systems that are being given the financial
and manpower support. [ think sometimes the real
disasters in life begin when you get what you want.
Jim (Stansberry) and others who will field these
developments must make sure that we do in fact
get what we want and what the people in this coun-
try deserve.

We're going to talk about the C* system, which,
combined with the weapons systems that were
addressed in Session I1, will enable the National
Command Authority of this country to execute the
national policy. On October 2, President Reagan
announced: ‘I have directed the Secretary of
Defense to strengthen and rebuild our communica-
tion and control system — a much neglected factor
inour strategic deterrent. [ consider this decision
to improve our communication and control system
as important as any of the other decisions
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announced today. The system must be foolproof in
the case of any foreign attack.”

That was said along with other statements re-
garding the strategic triad. It's really exciting to be
able to participate in needed improvementis to our
country’s C* system, and for the first time to have
this kind of top-level support. This is a first. We've
been told to rebuild America’s defense in the way it
should be rebuilt, and we will.

Vulnerabilities have been addressed. Strength-
ening will be the first order of business, to estab-
lish a system that in the words of the President, is
“foolproof in the case of any foreign attack.” We
must be sure that we can employ our nuclear
forces effectively if necessary, and we must make it
clear toan adversary that we could employ those
systems as a first order of deterrence.

To do that we need timely warning, to ensure the
survivability of our forces. We need assessment of
the attack to select an appropriate response. We
need mobile command centers that can survive an
initial attack, so that we clearly have the endur-
ance, if necessary, and the means to direct a retali-
ation even if our fixed centers were destroved. We
need survivable communication links to ensure
dissemination of orders to the ICBMs, to the
bombers and the submarines. Over the past dec-
ade, we have not modernized communications and
control systems fast enough. As a result, they are
not as survivable as we would like, and they mav
not operate reliably over an extended period after
Soviet nuclear attack. Based on the C* or strategic
requirements of our commanders, we will be sup-
porting the President’s program in all those areas
of concern.

The Secretary of Defense has issued guidance to
accomplish several objectives. We will improve the
survivability, performance and coverage of the
radars and satellites that are used towarnusof a
Soviet missile attack and to assess its size and
scope. Dick DeLauer mentioned these brieflyv in
Session I1. We will have additional mobile ground
terminals for processing data, and we will upgrade
the satellites themselves. Those satellites and
ground-based radars will be improved to give bet-
ter estimates of the size and the objectives of the
attack. We will deploy additional PAVE PAWS
surveillance radars to watch for submarine-
launched ballistic missiles. We will upgrade the
survivability and capability of the command cen-
ters, including our Presidential airborne command
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post, the E-4B, and the EC-135 airborne command ing and ficlding a new satellite communication

post that serves our subordinate commanders in svstem at extremely high frequency that will be far
the field. They're being hardened againsi nuclear more survivable than anvthing we now have.
effects and equipped with upgraded satellite VLF We will also have a vigorous, comprehensive

and LF communications. We will deploy survivable  R&D program that should lead to continuing field-
communications that link the command centers ing and upgrading of a communication and control
with all the elements of the Triad. 1 think we men- svstem that witl endure for an extended time be-
tioned the VLF and LF communication receivers vond the first nuclear attack. These initiatives will
for the bomber force as an example that is perti- significantly improve the survivability and endur-

nent. We are upgrading the communications to the  ance of our communications and control systems,
deployed submarines. And finally, we are develop-  which must be as strong as the forces thev support.
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Executive Vice President, The MITRE Corporation

‘Il try to recapitulate a number of points that

have been made on C*I by describing its tech-

nological infrastructure. I'll elaborate on

remarks made about the current and planned
system and what it needs.

Yesterday Dick DeLauer described an $18-billion
C*I package that is in President Reagan’s defense
program; I want to make two comments on it, one
specific and one general. Specifically, since mili-
tary satellite communications are very impct iant
to almost all the functions of C*I, it would be nice if
afew hundred million dollars more were available
in that $18-billion package to upgrade the existing
military satellite communications systems in addi-
tion to building the extremely high frequency
(EHF) system that General Dickinson mentioned.

As many of you know, we currently have the UHF
Air Force satellite and Navy FLTSAT systems. We
have a defense communications satellite system

called DSCS (discus) that operates in the super
high frequency band. And we have a number of
domestic civilian satelflites, and more planned in
the coming years. Those assets could be upgraded
to provide improved connectivity. While UHF does
have some problems, such as scintillation effects,
the problem with the EHF system is that we're not
going to get it fully deploved, with a full suite of
3,000 terminals, for 10 or 15 vears. So it seems pru-
dent to also upgrade the current military satellite
communications systems, make them more jam
resistant and survivable.

The second comment is more general. To those of
us who have worked in C*I for over 20 vears, the
package approved by the Secretary of Defense isa
major step forward. But it addresses primarily the
preattack phase and the transattack phase of a
potential strategic conflict. The third phase, con-
flict management, is not really addressed in that
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package exceptin providing for planning and some
development work. The implementation bill will be
much higher.

[ have six slides that L hope will help vou under-
stand what it might take to build a rechnological
infrastructure tor an enduring C'Isvstem which
addresses some of the needs of the contlict man-
agement phase.

First, let's talk about the strategic command
structure and its connectivity. Figure 1 shows all of
the major commands involved in the decision
structure, including the National Command Au-
thority. As has been mentioned, we are going to
improve all of our airborne command posts — the
E-4s, that are being built to support the National
Command Authorities — and harden them against
EMP ctfects. We will also need ground mobile com-
mand centers and support staffs, well trained to
support the dispersed decision-making authority
that people talk about. We will need headquarters
emergency relocation teams like those SAC is now
exercising. We will need mobile communication
terminals to go along with the mobile facilities. We
will need what we call an “orderwire system’ —
predeploved communications that might take the
formof a groundwave low frequency or adaptive
high frequency system. In an attack, one can use
such asystem to poll the nodes and ask “Who is
“Hie? Who'sincharge?” and reconstitute the sur-
viviag islands of communication. Finaliv, we
would need, of course, all the kinds of suzcllite
communications we've been mentiening. Not just
the EHF system downstream but praliferated as-
sets using many of the satellites, both military and
commercial, that we now have. That is the kind of
technological infrastructure that we need to give
the command structure any real endurance.

Strate—~ic Command Structure
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Figure 1
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Figure 2 shows the planned improvements in the
infrared satellite early warning system. Improve-
ments are planned for the ballistic missile early
warning system, to give it better raid identification
possibilities. A couple of radars will be added to
PAVE PAWS Otis and PAVE PAWS Beale to give
thewa southern coverage. Mobile ground terminals
will be added to gather data from the infrared sat-
ellites. There will be improved satellite communi-
cation links and backup microwave and landline
links to disseminate the warning information. The
plan that General Powers has put together will
certainly give us a much more robust warning
svstem.

Warning Sensors, Ballistic Missile Attacks

EARLY WARNING SATELLITES Q

RADAR

CHARACTERZA-
TION SYSTEM
(PARCS) N

Figure 2

Regarding connectivity to the bombers, Figure 3
shows ground alert of aircraft, followed by posi-
tive control launch, force execution, and then air-
craft recovery. One thing to remember about the
bombers is that they can be recycled. We can
launch the aireraft for survivability without actu-
allv ordering an attack, and the bombers can be
recovered and reused. They carry standoff weap-
ons such as cruise missiles.

The point here is to go through a sequence like
this. We need enduring two-wayv communications
to the bombers in all phases. That's going to take
multimode communications: satellite communica-
tions to the bombers, adaptive high frequency com-
munications to the bombers, and UHF systems. We
need a number of communications svstems to en-
sure that we have at least one mode allowing us to
get to the bombers and back to the surviving mo-
bile command centers.

Conncectivity to the missile fields is a similar
problem (see Figure 4). It is not as difficult as the
bomber case, because these are deploved in the
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United States. Multimode communications to the
missile fields are needed: very low frequency, high
frequency, medium frequency, ultra high tre-
quency, plus airborne relays. Communications
should be two-way, since the MX, for example, in
whatever mode it’s deployed, will also serveasa
secure reserve force in any enduring system. We
must have two-way communications to the MX to
determine its status and to give it any reprogram-
ming we may decide on.

In connectivity to the missile submarines the
primary problem is communications (see Figure 5).
We have modes such as very low frequency that are
relayed through the TACAMO communications
relay aircraft. That system can be improved techni-
cally by using directional antennas in the subma-
rines. High frequency has been neglected until
recently. With microprocessor control, with fre-
quency agility, with adaptive filters one can im-
prove the performance of high frequency systems
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even in a nuclear environment; and I think these
systems can play a prime role in any enduring com-
munications svstem. These are in addition, of
course, to the EHF satellites that can be used with
submarines, as well as the research and develop-
ment going on in bluc-green lasers which can pene-
trate the water.

Connectivity to Missile Submarines

COMMUNICATION
&\ SATELLITES = —

Figure 5

Question. Does that slide imply that Atlantic
subs have very low {requency communications and
Pacific subs do not?

Zraket. No, all subs have both. In fact, all subs
have all modes of communications — satellites,
very low frequency, and high frequency. There's
even discussion that, if all these modes are killed in
some way or other, we can pre-position assets —
put up communication relav balloons, erectable
high frequency and very low frequency antennas,
and so forth. There are all kinds of things we cando
to replace failed assets.

Finally, [ want to talk very bl ietlv about intelli-
gencee 5athcung the “1" of C'I (see Figure 6). The
improvements discussed above would not make
any sense without data to let us know what's going
on. And the problem here, as Dick DeLauer indi-
cated vesterday, is to make our existing space, air-
borne, and ground intelligence gathering assets as
survivable as possible. Most importantly, we must
provide for their replacement in the event that
thev're knocked out, and we must provide mobile,
survivable centers, in submarines, airplanesoron
the ground, to get the information and process it.

To develop and deploy all these kinds of C* tech-
nical capabilities will be a very formidable under-
taking. It will cost tens of billions of dollars over
the next 10 vears, over and above what we're cur-
rently spending if we expect to address the contlict
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management phase. It would certainly take at least
another 10 years. Even after doing all of this, it's
not clear how long such a system would endure,
because of the uncertainties associated with nu-
clear warfare. Endurability would depend very
heavily on the scale and timing of the attacks and
soon. However, I believe that the investments in
these capabilities would be very worthwhile, be-
cause they would contribute greatly to the stability
of the strategic balance and to the flexibility and
safe control of our forces. As has been mentioned a
number of times, the real problem in deploying all
of these C’I assets and the forces they control, is
that we’ve got to test and exercise them many times
under disruptive conditions during peacetime, to
be sure they will operate reliably in a crisis, and
that they will provide an assured response rather
than just a prompt response. Such testing is some-
times a distasteful thing to do on a continuing ba-
sis, especially for the civilian hierarchy in our
country.

-

intelligence-Gathering {

! * SATELLITE
- SENSORS

Figure 6

Soit's not enough just to have a good technologi-
cal infrastructure. The systems must be used and
exercised and tested constantly to be sure that they
work. With that I'll conclude my remarks and an-
swer any questions.

Comment. Just a point of clarification. I think
that you'll find that the decision package did, in
fact, include dollars — particularly in the out vears
— to address the enduring force management is-
sues. The planning wedge is not as large as some
might have preferred, but it's a little difficult to
put large planning wedges into budgets. It's neces-
sary, I think, for the people in the field to come up
with concepts that are more concrete — not to use
jargon — if the budget is really to reflect this area. |
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would also say that I think the community at large
owes a vote of thanks to Jim Wade in this area for
the connectivity review conducted over the last
several months. That review has played a great role
in this portion of the budget package, which will be
continuing, with its focus primarily on enduring
force management.

Zraket. I agree with you certainly that Wade's
has been the major voice in this matter. [ would
comment that planning wedges are not enough.
You need development and acquisition money.
That's not in the budget. I think Hill (Dickinson)
might want to address himself to that too.

Comment. Well, there are several billion dollars,
and that’s not just planning, in my view. That's
intended for acquisition.

Dickinson. In developing the recommendations
in that package, we certainly gave higher priority
to those that do have the longest endurance. Not
everything has longer endurance, but some of the
things needed for pre- and transattack use also
have some endurance capabilities. For example,
there are very substantial additional resurces for
ground mobile command posts.

Zraket. Well, the last thing [ want to do is criti-
cize the package, because I think it’s an outstand-
ing one. I think the point is valid, though, that by no
stretch of the imagination will that package give us
afully enduring capability. That's not a major criti-
cism, I think; we just ought to state it as fact, and
not fool ourselves that we don’t still have a long
way to go after this package. It's a tremendous step
forward, but I would say we need to do more to
achieve our objectives, especially in the intelli-
gence area.

Question. As part of the enduring capability
vou're seeking will you have a tactical warning and
attack assessment capability at all?

Zraket. I would wrap that question into the post-
attack intelligence data gathering. Intelligence, it
seems to me, would have to function as a collector
of what'’s going on and what residual capabilities
are left.

Dickinson. If I might add one comment to that:
first vou want to know which of your own forces,
and which of the enemy’s forces, remain. The first-
order information is one part of that: where all the
nuclear detonations went — friendly and enemy.
Yes, there are considerable funds in this, and it
probably needs to be made even more enduring
than it will be in this package. In addition, you cer-
tainly would like other intelligence, and that is
being addressed.
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Question. ['ve missed any discussion of tactical
or theater C* in relationship to strategic C>. And yet
one of the large issues is what a European battle-
field would look like. Could you or the panel ad-
dress the relationship between survivability and
endurance of C? in the European theater and the
strategic systems you've

Charles A. Zrahet

tional funding that's going to be available? The
danger, as General Dickinson indicated, is that
sometimes the real disasters in life happen when
you finally get what you want.
Zraket. I would say it’s the wrong approach to
try to pin down numbers on the individual hard-
ness of communication

addressed. R links, command centers
Zraket. I'll say some- We’'ve gotto or sensing systems. I
thing about the techno- : think one has todo the
lqgical aspects of it. T.he tesga’nd €xercise . best Possible economi-
kind olf prog(;'am (til:;t is C’I assets many times callyin t.err?;3 (;’t; ll;ard‘-:| '
now planned, and the . . ness agains ,andin
additional improvements under disr uptIVC the area of mobility in
've talked about, se2 s the airori dter-
‘le‘;led :erteai:lyoronnect Condltlons dur lng mienaz\:lrs(i ‘rrr‘lagl:g‘tllr:eseer
the European commands peacetime , to be centers as dif‘ficult to
toall the other com- . track as possibie, make
mands in the strategic suré they will the transmission media
area. So you would have . difficult to jam, make
command interaction, or Op erate r Cllably them mobile enough so
connectivity, between in a Crisis. that _they‘h'ave the same
the theater forces and the survivability as the com-

nuclear forces in the U.S.
Within the theater itself — I don’t know very much
about the planned Pershing system — but the
ground-launched cruise missile program that's
planned there has about as much survivability as
one could build into a nuclear weapon system in
Europe. That was one of the prime criteria for its
deployment. That's not to say that it’s invulnera-
ble, but it has very good survivability characteris-
tics, especially in a conventional war. One has to
look at the theater nuclear force in the context of
the total strategic force; the theater nuclear force
can be targeted and knocked out by a detemined
adversary. But if you look at the timelines, you’ll
see that it is very difficult to knock that force out
without providing very unambiguous warning for
the U.S. It would be difficult to time attacks on
Europe and the U.S. that would knock out both
simultaneously.

Question. Yes, one senses a feeling of gratifica-
tion about this new package and the expenditures
forimproved C>. Yet a potential worry arises from
this discussion too. C? systems have heen charac-
terized by words like survivability, endurability,
flexibility, responsiveness, credibility. Those
things are a lot harder to hang a number on than,
say, missile system accuracy or circularerror
probability (CEP). To what extent is there a feeling
that the state-of-the-art in C* design and analysis is
there to support and make the best use of the addi-

R L

mand centers. Overall,
we want the CI systems to be as survivable as the
weapons systems they control.

Question. Along the same lines, can you say any-
thing about the future competition for funds?
There seems to be a conflict between the fleshing
out of the generalized network and the spectrum of
specific requirements that may not be met by the
general network. In other words, as the network
does become more survivable, how will one pro-
ceed to give priorities to better surveillance of
early nuclear combat at sea, or in the European
theater? In particular, it seems that the number of
requirements for C’I in PD-59 far exceeds the
present ability. Can those needs best be met by just
working on the general network? Or must there be
a tradeoff between fi:rther improvement of net-
work survivability and missions oriented to sup-
port specific goals?

Zraket. Generally I'd start by saying that thisis
the first administration that has given almost top
priority to C'I, and I think that's a very salutary
thing. I think the general communications network
we're talking about will serve this so-called com-
mand structure around the world quite well, if we
build it. As [ understand it, your question has to do
withoperations, say within the theater itself, or
within a naval task force. Each of those, of course,
has its own local, individual C*I requirements. By
and large, my impression is that those local re-
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quirements have been much better taken care of
than the strategic C’I structure. For 20 years peo-
ple just have not wanted to deal with the problem
of building an enduring C system. It's just a dis-
tasteful thing, as many of us over the past two days
have said. But in the local areas those C*I require-
ments have been better met. The C*I percentage of
the total money being spent on those local systems
has been small enough so that C*I hasn’t been as
neglected at that level.

There is one glaring exception to that, however,
and that’s in Europe, if the array of Soviet strategic
capabilities that we have heard about in the last
two days is any indication. The situation is even
worse when one looks at their tactical or “conven-
tional” capabilities, and their capabilities for elec-
tronic warfare, as well as weapons. In those areas
our systems just cannot stand up, either in terms of
physical survivability or in jamming resistance, to
the Russian threat. That's a well recognized prob-
lem, and a large number of programs, started

Dickinson. I'd like to amplify one point. Part of
the problem of the top level systems — those at the
National Command level and the unified and speci-
fied CINCs level, particularly the unified CINCs —
is that neither of those echelons has had any direct
representation in the programming and budgeting
process. Down within the components, at the level
of the fighting forces, is where there are program-
ming and budgeting resources. And that comes, of
course, from the reorganization acts including
1958, and roles of the services and the role of the
unified command structure. But in part, that's one
of the roles of our office, and the C*l office in OSD
—totry for the first time to give programming and
budgeting advocacy to those top two echelons of
command that had no real advocate before. It's
very difficultin a service budgeting session to
draw attention to a CINC's requirements oreven
the President’s requirements. It's amazing, but the
President is a disadvantaged user in the program-
ming and budgeting process.

maybe four or five years ago, are addressingit. We
went through a period in which, until about four
years ago, NATO systems received almost no sup-
port whatsoever. The Carter administration put a
lot of emphasis on NATO, and a lot of programs
were started in C*I. I think we are now starting to
go through the same process in strategic C*I that
we did three or four years ago in theater C*1.
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USAF-Retired
Consultant, International Six

fter talking to you very briefly about pres-

idential decision making in terms of the

requirements for C, I hope to outline the

tasks which C? has to performif the Pres-
ident is to do his job satisfactorily in a strategic
conflict. It's hard to separate, in this context, C
from the overall context of continuity in govern-
ment, because C’ is an essential part of continuity
in government. It’s not simply the physical survival
of people. People don’t exist in a political sense
unless they can communicate. That's something
I think we have to remember. So, it’s all one big
problem which puts a very heavy burden on our C
systems.

One important point [ would mention is that,
while in this chnference we're concerned with the
President as Commander-in-Chief and manager of
the armed forces, the President is also the Chief
Executive of the United States. In a conflict, this
imposes traditional duties on him. He must com-

municate with the people. He must try to keep the
national community, the society, together in a time
that will be perilous to an extent none of us can
really understand. Much of the physical structure
for continuity of government was built during the
1950s and '60s. It is an enormous plant, very expen-
sive but sophisticated for its time. It did a very
good job, but improvements in accuracies have
changed much of that and, as we learned in earlier
sessions, we must operate on the theory that any-
thing that can be found can be destroyed. So we
now have to change our ideas about how to manage
presidential security and presidential communica-
tions. We must move toward mobility.
Furthermore, much of the structure and the con-
cepts introduced during the '50s and '60s have suf-
fered substantial neglect. For example, the
telephone system — AT&T was then very heavily
involved in cooperative development. Since that
time, however, the FCC has refused to let AT&T
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add toits rate structure the costs for improve-
ments designed for national security. So they just
can’t do that work. That's just one example of a
number of things which have happened over the
course of years which hopefully, as Hill (Dickinson)
said, we're going to take steps to correct. But even
that won't be easy.

I'm sure some of you have seen reports in the
paper about the other telephone systems complain-
ing about the AT&T role in any national security
emergency, and so on. Well, in addition to the
change in the nature of the attack that we have to
survive, there have also been changes in our own
strategies; beginning with system 246 and running
up through PD-58 and PD-59, we have imposed new
and very stressing requirements on our communi-
cations systems. For the first time, perhaps, we are
seeing the President publicly put emphasis on fix-
ing the systems on which we have put these require-
ments. [t remains to be seen whether or not it will
be carried through. I certainly hope so. Bob Ever-
ett and I have sat in study groups in the past and
pointed out many of the problems that we’'re all
aware of, and everybody nods, and yet things
change only imperceptibly.

Let’s look at strategic nuclear conflict. I think, in
terms of C?, we ought to look at its three major
components: preattack, transattack and post-
attack. I don’t like any of those terms, because they
carry connotations that I don’t think are accurate.
Preattack is not bad. That is the development of a
crisis up through the time that weapons start to
impact on the United States, or on our military
systems wherever they are. The next phase, trans-
attack, is what I would prefer to call the auto-
matic phase of the war. That is the time at which
the quick response systems are discharged against
predetermined targets and so on, and the battle
plan unfolds more or less automatically. That will
blend, maybe quickly, maybe imperceptibly, into
the third stage, postattack, which I would prefer to
call a conilict management stage. When you have
finished your preprogrammed and preplanned
strikes, the question is, what do you do, and how do
you go from there to the point where the conflict
terminates, if it ever does, and how do you do it?
The requirements for communications are impor-
tant in all those phases, but they are different.

The preattack phase was discussed yesterday as
abolt-out-of-the-blue attack, and I think, in some
sense, that is accurate. I would not agree that itisa
very likely contingency; the Soviets don't really
operate in that manner. However, as nearly as we

can figure, they do believe in preemption should
they once decide that war is inevitable. So we can’t
take great satisfaction in feeling that a bolt-out-of-
the-blue attack is not likely, because even in a situ-
ation of great tension, the actual launching of an
attack is likely to be a surprise. Hopefully, how-
ever, our forces will have been generated — that is,
they will be on alert. You may have the bombers in
the air and so on, and the President and his advi-
sors will have gone over possible options and con-
tingencies, and how to react to different kinds of
attacks. So there will be some kind of preparation.

But that doesn’t mean that an attack, when it
comes, will not be a surprise. The President, in the
event, may have less than ten minutes in which to
make a decision and seek shelter. We all have our
pet scenarios as to how a crisis would arise and
how much warning we would have, how the deci-
sion makers would in fact react, and so on. Proba-
bly nobody is right, but we should not overlook the
scenario of a fairly long-drawn-out crisis where
nerves begin to fray, worry sets in, generated
forces begin to degrade, and the forces begin to
move back to a less ready posture. But let's look at
the problem the President faces — with almost
certainly less than ten minutes in which to make a
decision — based on indications of attack.

DOD requires ‘‘dual phenomenology” — that is,
before we assert that an attack is in fact underway,
we expect confirmation by at least two svstems
that receive their information in different ways —
one by radar, one by infrared, or what have you.
The President has to convince himself, as well, that
anattack is actually underway. Unless the Soviets
are a lot dumber than I think they are, they will
take that into account in planning their own attack,
and within the exigencies of the military attack I
expect they would do their best to make the first
indications as ambiguous as possible, force the
President to take as much time as possible, and
thus lessen the chances that we would respond
quickly. In order to exercise the attack options —
which are becoming broader and broader, in terms
of both plans and development of flexible systems
— the President needs to know in general the type
of attack he is facing. It is very difficult to provide
him the kind of information, especially within the
time he requires, that he will need to decide what
attack option toemploy.

Thirdly, when the President gets this kind of
data, he needs to consult with his advisors. If the
crisis is immediate, they may be right there in the
White House with him. If not, they may not be able
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tojoin him, and his contact may only be through
conferencing calls of one kind or another. The pres-
idential decision then has to be communicated
from the President through the Command Center
to the forces, following which the President has to
get out of danger. I think you could assume that the
President would want to

Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft

dency may be in good shape. But that may not have
happened. Assuming that there is a Military Com-
mand Center still existing somewhere, they may
have no idea who the President is or how to find
him. If they find one or more successors, there's
the problem of determining whether or not a given
successor is the Presi-

stay in the White House dent. That may seem like
during a crisis until the . s an academic question in
last possible minute. His Provision ShOUId asituation like this, but
would itselfbea g, certainly be made o and it does mmosea
nal, and could have seri- fOl’ some kind of requirement on ou}:~ c’
ous repercussions within . . system at a time when it
the country. Therefore he communication to thC is least able to meet it.
meyseyicolongandrt | peopleabout what's | Evnifthereiden
doT:l: ob;'::us t}:ing to . gOing on, and that gomm(a:md Post,dt}l;e Ati r-
, then, is to put some o . . . orne Command Pos

the presidential succes- thc pl'CSlant 18 allVC itself is survivable but
sors, preeminently the : not enduring. Hecan't
Vice President, out some- and in Chargc' stay up there forever. He
where that’s unknown to has to have some kind of

the Soviets, to assure
that one or more presidential successors would
survive. They would each require staffs from the
various agencies — Defense, State, Intelligence,
and so on. To the extent that you provide them re-
ally skilled staffs, though, you cut down on the
staffs in Washington who will have their own im-
portant functions. It's difficult to decide exactly
how to make these people competent to do this very
difficult job while not degrading the support to the
President himself. Each group that you do put out
has to have communications, has to be kept up on
the situation so that it could take over if need be.
In the second phase, the more or less automatic
phase of the battle, the President’s tasks are rela-
tively simple. He needs to be kept aware of what is
going on, if possible. He needs contact with the
forces able to respond which have not been auto-
matically released and, depending on the kind of
conflict, he may feel the need to talk to his allies or
tothe enemy. (I'll talk about that in just a moment.)
At the very least, he needs to be able to communi-
cate with the American people. This may be impos-
sible, but provision should certainly be made for
some kind of communication to the people about
what's going on, and that he is alive and in charge.
When we go from Phase Two to Phase Three, as
Isay, it’s a matter of the character of the war itself.
If the President has managed to escape — say he
gets to the Airborne Command Post — the presi-

command post but to be
effective he has to have communications to the
forces. These may have to be reestablished, but
they must be of such a nature that they cannot be
targeted by whatever enemy surveillance still re-
mains that could home in on the communications
and thereby locate the President.

The President’s chief tasks in this period for
which he has to have communications are: first of
all, to assess the damage done to the enemy, the
targets still remaining, his own forces, and his abil-
ity to continue the conflict. In terms of the kinds of
conflict we're talking about now, he also needs to
communicate with the enemy.

There's a real dilemma here that we haven’t
sorted out. The kinds of controlled nuclear options
to which we’re moving presume communication
with the Soviet Union; and yet, from a military
point of view, one of the most efficient kinds of
attack is against leadership and command and
control systems. It's much easier than trying to
take out each and every bit of the enemy's offensive
forces. This is a dilemma that, I think, we still have
not completely come to grips with.

Well, to summarize, there are three kinds of com-
munications the President needs. First of all, in the
preattack stage, he needs to set up continuity of
government to his successors, and he needs toen-
sure that he can, in fact, get word to the forces be-
fore communications are degraded to the point
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that that becomes impossible. During the attack
phase, he (or his successor) must be aware of what
is going on, and must be able to communicate with
those forces still able to respond. In the enduring
phase, he has to reestablish the national fabric and
be able to continue the conflict or terminate it.

Because of our fixation on a kind of assured de-
struction strategy, if you will, we have spent most
of our time, put most of our focus, on the first
phase. We sort of blank out after we finish thinking
about that phase. The enduring aspect, which for-
tunately we're now focusing on, is the part which
may make all the difference. It need not entail con-
struction of brand new command and control sys-
tems, but it requires recognition of the fact that in
almost any kind of attack, the United States —
which is a communications-rich country — will
have islands of communications systems still sur-
viving, and that the job may be to figure out how to
put those islands together in a way which will al-
low the President — though maybe not in the so-
phisticated way he can today — to communicate
with his forces and with the people. My colleagues
are now going to tell you how that’s going to be
done.

Teller. I have two questions. First, I believe the
Soviets are unlikely to attack us without first evac-
uating their cities — something of which we should
be aware. That is apt to suggest a higher plane of
alert or, at any rate, serve as a justification for the
President to relocate. Has that been taken into
account?

Scowcroft. Yes, I think it has. But even if you
assume that the President can relocate, you cannot
assume that his place of relocation can remain
unknown. He can stay, for example, in the Airborne
Command Post for a limited amount of time. He’s
unlikely to be prepared to do so for days, much less
for weeks. If the Soviets evacuate their cities it is
clearly a serious indication. But it does not neces-
sarily mean an attack within the next 24, 48, or 96
hours. We have little experience with how our alert
is going to degrade, in physical terms, in terms of
impatience, and so on.

Teller. I would imagine that it is an indication of
anattack within two weeks. I think, under those
conditions, it constitutes a new situation that
should be sorted through exiremely carefully.

There is a second question which I'm afraid we
cannot, for many reasons, discuss in detail, but 1
would at least like to mention it. Has consideration
been given to concentrating the power of the Presi-
dent, and his various successors at various levels,

96

not only on commanding an attack, a counter-
attack, but on restraining the usefulness of the-
weapons — in such a manner that the restraining
power automatically lapses unless renewed peri-
odically, and also lapses automatically under un-
mistakable signs of actual explosives hitting the
United States? What I have in mind is a hierarchy
where it does not pay the enemy to attack the top
leadership, because all they do thereby is lose the
people with whom they can negotiate. Instead, by
having a system which fails armed, they have an
interest in preserving our leadership. Has that
been considered?

Scowcroft. You are very correct, Dr. Teller, we
can’t talk about it. Is that enough of an answer?

Teller. A little more than enough; perhaps I have
to apologize for mentioning that such an idea could
even exist.

Kahn. I'd like to continue with Dr. Teller’s ques-
tions even though we can't talk about them. On the
first one, we all have our pet scenarios for war, and
of course that’s not the issue, because you've got to
be prepared for all of them. You know that better
than anybody. My favorite scenario, nevertheless,
is avery tense situation in Europe, probably
bombs bursting, aloss of control at least in Eu-
rope, enormous pressure on the Soviets, enormous
pressure on us. Each side is trying to get the other
side to back down, and you have to understand the
likely dialog, ““One of us has to be reasonable and it
ain’t going to be me.” And then they announce that
they are going to evacuate their cities, and the evac-
uation is very effective. Of course, they tell their
own people and us that they're evacuating, and
that by some specific time the cities will be fully
evacuated, not 80 percent, but 95 percent, and eve-
rybody will be in shelters — “Because that's when
we intend to pressure you — or even strike if you
don't back down.” They may also let you know,
‘“Against our own doctrine (we have picked up
some of your own ideas) there will be a very clean
strike; we will avoid yvour cities, and maybe you
will not want to hit our cities in retaliation.”

The command and control requirements now are
very severe. For example, one may not want any
devolution of authority to fire because we may not
want people shooting at cities. This may reduce our
deterrence, but you think there may be a war any-
way. My question is, To what extent have we
thought through this kind of very specific scenario
which I think is far and away the most reasonable
scenario fora war, or for us backing down?

Scowcroft. [ would venture to say we've not
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thought through all the possible scenarios suffi-
ciently, and partly for the reasons I've discussed.
There are a number of very stressing scenarios. As
I think you will hear in a few moments, many of our
surveillance systems are very vulnerable in a con-
nectivity sense. What happens if they go blank?
What do you do? You could go through a lot of
things. One response, if the Soviets say they're
going to evacuate their cities, or start to, is to say,
“Okay, but at the first indication we'll attack.”

Kahn. And I would think they'd counterattack.
And with the current balance of forces we might
prefer extending the negotiations and risking a
Soviet attack, to getting the first strike advantages
but making war certain.

Scowcroft. In any case, we need to pay more at-
tention at the highest levels in terms, not of sce-
narios — you can go on forever with scenarios —
but in terms of the kinds of stressful things that
may be involved, and what they do to your com-
mand and control.

Kahn. What interests me is your statement that
we might attack if they evacuate. It is an almost
standard first reaction I get from senior people,
but it may be a most improper tactic.

Scowcroft. I think it is too. I think it’s also im-
probable that the Soviets will in fact evacuate.

Kahn. Oh, I don't think they’ll evacuate unless
they feel they can still deter a U.S. strike; to evacu-
ate is almost as fateful as to strike.

Scowcroft. It may be worse, because what it does
is absolutely ensure that our forces are generating.

Kahn. Absolutely. Every submarine is out of
port. Every plane is on alert. I'll argue that between
the two different scenarios there are two serious
cases: the surprise attack out of the partial blue,
that is, a tense situation, in which you're sort of
prepared but you're not that fully generated. I'll
argue that between the two, if I were a Soviet com-
mander, I'd take the evacuation every time. I can go
through that in detail but I'm not going to.  may do
that this afternoon.

Let me make one more comment, and I know I'm
preaching to the converted. I think the biggest sin-

gle difference between Soviet planning and Ameri-
can planning is that the Soviets think of war as an
experience, and that after the war's over there will
be a postwar world, and they're interested in this
postwar world. And you are too. But you just hap-
pened to say, “If and when the warends,” and 1
want to specifically nail you on that just for the fun
of it. All wars end, and we should think in terms of
the er.ding of the war.

Lt. Gen. Brent Scowcroft

Scowcroft. I didn't mean to put itin that sense.
What I meant to say is that our inclination for so
many years has been to say: if we can't deter a war,
we're going to have this spasmodic, 12-hour,
24-hour attack, and then it’s all over. And what I'm
trying to do is say that that is the most unlikelv way
awar would end, and that the most stressful thing
in terms of communications comes after this spas-
modic phase — how vou enable the President to
continue with the conflict, reconstruct his society
or keep it going, and try to end the war as soon as
possible in some kind of communication with the
enemy. We've given almost no thought to that ex-
cept in recent times. That was the point.

Kahn. I know, Brent, that you've thought of these
issues more than almost anybody, but I couldn’t
resist getting the point out.

Question. As I'm somewhat of an outsider to this,
this may be a dumb observation. But 20 years ago
today, or 20 years ago this month, I was reading Dr.
Kahn's On Nuclear War, and it seems as if an awful
lot of those same issues were pretty well laid out
there, including all these decapitation scenarios,
for example, and how does one worry about termi-
nating a war after a postattack phase or whatever.
Is it naive to ask, “What's been happening for 20
years that these issues are still so lively?"

Scowcroft. No, I don't think it’s naive at all. The
circumstances have changed very greatly and while
Herman’s book was a seminal work, not everybody
read it and believed it. There is, I think, a great
reluctance in the United States to look seriously at
and debate these kinds of issues. They are so horri-
ble that we have taken refuge in the assured de-
struction mentality. It's not so much that our
forces have been targeted that way, but the view
that what we've got todo is prevent a war, and it it
happens it will be so horrible that we can’t do any-
thing to get through it. Herman made a very fine
point: the Soviets do not think of it in that way.
Whether or not they have a war-winning philosophy,
they're inclined to look at strategic n'iclear war as
war, and at a nuclear weapon as another weapon,
albeit large and horrible and so on, but still dedi-

cated to the same kinds of things. So thev tend to look
for continuity through a conflict and - e have not,

for whatever reason. At the outset of the nuclear

age there was alittle book by Bernard Brody, The
Absolute Weapon, the message of which was that
there had been a discontinuity in warfare — an
entirely new way of thinking. Now we're gradually
coming around to realizing we've got to uo more
thinking than we have, especially in the C* area.
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Maj. Gen. Winston D. Powers, USAF

Deputy Chief of Staff

Communications, Electronics and Computer Resources

NORAD — Aerospace Defense Command

very interesting question was asked a

little earlier, “What's happened in the

last 20 years?” That’s probably a cap-

stone for lessons learned in what I call
the tactical warning/attack assessment business.
We have a heck of a lot to learn from the last 20
years. If I were to give you another title, it would be
“unambiguous warning.” That's what I've lived
with for the last three years or so — unambiguous
warning, which would allow the National Com-
mand Authority to carry out its decision-making
responsibilities.

What brought this into prominence? Well, when
you look at the tactical warning and attack assess-
ment system, you're looking at a system that grew
over a period of 20 years. It became a system of
systems. I won’t overeducate you with the systems
I'm talking about but we start with the ballistic
missile early warning systems — heavy radar sys-
tems up north. We graduate to the infrared sys-
tems, We add capabilities with PAVE PAWS sites.

But as these many systems came on line, we didn't
automatically upgrade, or reconfigure our com-
mand centers. They developed at their own pace.
So when I got to NORAD I found that we had a
problem.

We started to work on the problem and lo and
behold on 9 November 1979 the system worked as
it should. A tape got on the systemand with afalse
alarm created the kind of publicity youdon't want
asvstem to have in its infancy days, though it did
catch the attention of a lot of people — unintention-
ally, of course. And I suddenly got some help at
NORAD.

People say, “What is this warning business? Why
do the airplanes take oft? Why do they start the
engines?” We were able to explain it to them. They
made some notes. Now, as things would have it —
this was unintentional again — we had another
alarmon the third of June 1980. That's when |
really got some help. And I mean helpin the true
ge coric sense. People became more sensitized to
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Maj. Gen. Winston D. Powers, USAF

this business of unambiguous warning and the
requirement to take alook at a svstem of svstems,
how it was put together, how it was managed, who
was responsible for it. And when | talk about help,
the help came from Congress. It came from OSD. {t
came from the Air Staft, and it came from my good
friend on the right, General Dickinson. We took an
in-depth look. It was clear that some organization
had to be created to take a look at the svstem as it
evolved; fix the past, work on the present, work on
the future, and at the same time, keep the systems
on the air, keep the command centers tied together,
keep the computers tied together, and do every-
thing in orderly fashion. I think that's when my
hair turned grav. So we established what was
called a System Integration Office.

What is the job of the System Integration Office
orSI10? It is headed up by ime, and I'm supervised
bv General Hartinger, CINCNORAD, in his role as
executive manager of the TW/AA svstem. The job of
the SIO s to look at the tactical warning/attack
assessment svstem from the sensor to the com-
puters, to the communications, to Chevenne Moun-
tain, out of Cheyenne Mountain, through the
computers, through the communications, tocach
of the principal command centers. We're talking
about the SAC Command Post, the alternate Na-
tional Military Command Center, the National
Military Command Center, and of course 17 other
command centers involved in getting this data. The
SIO must assure that this complex svstem provides
unambiguous warning and timelv accurate data.

We got ona rather fast train. The Chief of Staff
assigned the S10 responsibilities to NORAD in
October of 1980. Becausce of the heat behind the
program and the requirement to do these things,
we were manned in less than six months (unheard
of in Air Force annals). Manned with very sharp
blue suit personnel with additional capability for
contracting technical engineering support capabil-
ities. We expect to have that particular part of the
organization completed by November 1981,

What is a system engineer's responsibility ? One,
to produce a document called the TW/AA Architec-
ture — Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment
Svystem Architecture. [t tells how we are conti-
gured now, what the interim improvements are
and where we want to be by 1986 and into the late
1980s. It was no small task. The documenthas been
produced and is on the street as of about two weeks
agoanditcoversthe Ato Z of TW/AA,

While doing the architecture, we ran into the
question, "What has happened in the Jast 20 vears ?”
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A totof good etforts but not really tied together. We
explain thatin the architecture, and discuss how
we intend to tie it together.

We were then asked to put together a svstem
reference. In 20 vears no one had tied together the
TW/AA svstemiin anv kind of a reference document
without going through 17 ditferent libraries in 17
different locations tolind out what this svstem
was. That's now on the street. We've also put 1o-
gether what we call the top-level drawing for top-
level managers who can actuallv look at one
drawing and sav, “When this bit of data comes out
of the BMEWS site at Fyvlingdales, it goes here and
does this.”

In addition to my job as the chiet of the Svstem
Integration Office, I'm also Deputy Chief ot Statt of
Electronics and Computer Resources KR J6 tor
NORAD. That means that in one organization in the
Air Force the computers and the communications
arc all underone hat and that gives me the latitude
to use my other hat as Svstem Integration Office
chief to do the technical things necessary for tacti-
cal warning/attack assessent systems. Now we
plan to be able to do the kinds of things that Gen-
cral Scowceroft wants — tie together this svstem to
give us credible warning, unambiguous warning,
timely accurate data.

Now very briefly, how am Lorganized to do this?
We have about 90 people assigned to the Svstem
Integration Office. The center of the organization
is blue suit. We have an architecture division —
Archiiecture Directorate. And its job is to plot how
we will proceed with the TW/AA business.

We are concerned about that because we learned
from the past events. Each part of a TW/AA system
— command centers, computers, contmunications
and sensors — cach and every part will be touched
in some technical fashion in 1982, Someone has to
look at that and keep it cohesively tied together, We
can't affoid to take down the command centers for
three oo fourweeks to put in a new computer. We
can’tatford to take the sensor dowa to add refur-
bishment. We can’t atford to take down a commun-
ication link 2nd put in another link. We've got to
find a verv careful, unambiguous wav to do that
kind ol integration.

We also have what is known as an Interface Engi-
neering Directorate. How importantis this? Well,
Il give voua dollarforevery accurate intertace
control drawing voucanfind on the BMEWS «vs-
tem that goes back to 1960 and makes sense. Overa
period of 20-some vears, we've changed portions of
the svstem trom one period to the next with some
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disregard for the effect on the total system. The job
of the Interface Engineering Directorate is to get
that particular house in order and we've already
stepped out on that. I might add, not to pat MITRE
on the back, but they are a vital, extremely vital,
part of this effort.
Toensure that the sys-

Maj. Gen. Winston D. Powers, USAF

Directorate. And its job is to maintain that baseline
document.

Again we've gotten significant help from The
MITRE Corporation in organizing writing, and in
the way of technical expertise.

If this is not enough, we've ensured that the most

critical decisions involv-

tem evolves, to ensure
that we have the right
kind of continuity, we've
also established a Test
and Demonstration Di-
rectorate. What's its job?
[ am the chief tester be-
cause every time there's
a software change, every
time there’s a hardware
change, someone from
Colorado Springs goes
out and physically
checks that change
against the baseline doc-
ument. Every time we

Probably the most
sensitive part of this
configuration business
is configuration coitrol,
keeping the lid on
the technical changes
that go on day by day.

ing the tactical warning/
attack assessment
svstem — and that in-
cludes the sensors, the
computers, the opera-
tion, and the imainte-
nance — are brought to
general-officer-level at-
tention as soon as the
problemarises. Who are
members of that august
bodv? We have Tim Pat-
ton from OJCS. We've got
Truman Spangrud from
ESD. We've got the vice
commander of Communi-

make a software change
that changes the data —that changes the command
decision displays — I review it. Then we test it be-
fore we allow it to become operational. Some of
these tests last as long as six to eight hours.

How does a general, or generals, watch a specific
technical test? Well, I put on a headphone, a picce
of plastic in my earand I talk to all of the command
centers at one time. That precludes us from having
another 9 November incident as we test the system,
I call cach of the command centers. talk to cach
command post operator and tell him, “Hey, thisis
me and we're running a test. If vou have a problem,
you call me back.” Evervone recognizes and ac-
knowledges that kind of an effort. And that’s how
we do the tests, pius detailed technical analvsis.,

If there’s going to be a change in hardware, we
have the license, approved by the Air Staft, the
Chief of Staff, verified by JCS to take alook at the
technical flow of data in that box. We found some
very strange things in the tactical warning/attack
assessment svstem, We found that some command
centers were having the information relaved 1o
somewhere other than the command center. We've
managed to change that, I assure vou.

Probably the most sensitive part of this integra-
tion business is configuration control, keeping the
handle on how we doit, keeping the lid on the tech-
nical changes that go on day by dav. And with that
we have established a Configuration Control

cations Command. We've
got General Tidwell from Sacramento ALC. We
even have a NORAD general officer on the panel.
We have assistance from the €'S Directorate under
General Dickinson. Pat Halloran is assigned to that
organization. We have a SAC general — a SAC dep-
uty DO — assigned to the organization. As things
would haveit, Lam the Chairman. We originally
called the group a Steering Group. We now call it
an Advisorv Group.

And those principal kinds of things: scheduling,
money, assistance, operation and maintenance are
brought to the general officer level as soon as the
crisis orsituation cannot be resolved by the cap-
tains and the majors. So from time of inception to
time of implementation, things now happenin davs
rather than months or vears. Weintend to put this
svstem in a contiguration so that, as required by
the National Command Authority, it gives us un-
ambiguous warning, timelv warning, credible
data. And that includes the principal svstems ol
todav, the svstems that are coming on line tomon -
row and those of the future.  promis-d General
Dickinson that Fwouldn't give voua lecture an
strategic warning ssstems, You all know what they
are, and I dlike toend hereand ticld any questio
that vou man have regarding NORAD o Aciosp.
Detense Command, Actospace Detense Gy

Question. General, could vonrelins o
revolution hasaltecred the twe e
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Maj. Gen. Winston D. Powers, USAF

requirements of early warning and attack assess-
ment? I have the impression after these false warn-
ings that the two systems have become pretty
much interlocked, so that the more complicated
attack assessment has fouled up some of the early
warning which is a simpler task. Could you say
something about that?

Powers. Let me put it this way: regardless of
what you read in the newspap.rs, 9 November 1979
was not a computer problem. An operator hung a
tape on the system and didn’t know the proper sys-
tem configuration and the computer did just as it
should. On the 3 and 6 June 1980 incidents, we had
achip malfunction in a piece of communications
gear in the front end of the computer system. When
the data got to the various command centers, it was
only a matter of minutes before the command post
operators determined that the data was false. And
the actions that they took were just preliminary
actions that do not, as envisioned in the newspa-
pers, immediately precede the holocaust. So we
knew in the first two minutes that we had some-
thing wrong with the system.

I guess the question is, “What are we doing about
that?” Well, we've done a lot about that. We’ve just
let a contract to provide a missile warning bypass
system that would take that data stream out of the
communication multiplexer which is single point
failure, and bring it back to the computers. That
gives us three redundant paths in that system.
We've replaced the front end communications
processors — updated them; we finished that pro-
ject about 30 days ago. Now we’re coordinating
software releases from Cheyenne Mountain with
all the distant command centers and that is as tight
aprogram as we can make it. And we've also estab-
lished a TW/AA school for senior O6s and general
officers. The general officers who want to know
how to determine when that data is good or bad can
go to school at Peterson Air Force Base to educate
themselves. We have added significant error detec-
tion and monitoring schemes to the computers.

Kahn. I have two questions which may be unfair.
Just say so if you think so. Obviously in the warn-
ing system it’s easy to think of you producing the
warning and other people producing the reaction
and somebody said the Joint Chiefs are somewhere
in between. But in fact, when we look at the issue,
we think in terms of “‘warning and reaction.” Suf-
ficient warning to turn on the motors of a plane is
different from enough warning to take off, is dif-
ferent from the warning required to launch a
strike, and soon. I think it is very important to

think of “warning and reaction’ as a unit. Iwas a
little disturbed by your emphasis on unambiguous
warning. I wonder if it's a different warning that
determines whether you hit cities, or you hit mis-
siles and so on. I assume the Joint Chiefs spend a
lot of time with that, but is there anybody over in
your organization who’s looking at reaction as well
aswarning?

Powers. There are two parts to the equation. The
firstis warning, getting the data in and, secondly,
someone has to make an attack assessment, deter-
mine whether the North American continent or
portions of DOD or our allies are under attack. At
NORAD that’s done 100 percent of the time by
CINCNORAD himself. He made that attack assess-
ment last year a little over 500 times. Why does he
do it? Because he’s got more information than any
other command center. He’s got intelligence peo-
ple. He's got people who know how sensors oper-
ate. He's got people who know how the system
operates. And he is the one who provides that sec-
ond part of the equation, the attack assessment, to
the National Command Authority.

Question. Probably one of your weakest links
and maybe biggest problems in the warning system
is the communication system. Some of your com-
munication does flow through the commercial
networks which are soft and vulnerable. Does your
architecture address the end-to-end flow of the
data from the sensors to NORAD out to the users,
and does it consider fixes to that vulnerable com-
munications system?

Powers. Yes, the architecture does look at it
from end to end. As I said earlier, it looks at the
sensors, the communications, and the computers.
We go from what the system looks like today, what
it will look like in 1985 to what it will look like in
1990. Included in today’s architecture is a descrip-
tion of the TW/AA system based on all those things
planned by the various joint agencies that we don’t
have the money for right now, like the jam-
resistant secure communications, like DSCS I1I,
laser communications, fiber optic systems, prolif-
erated low-frequency and HF systems. All those are
included as part of the connectivity side and we are
working closely with Admiral Paul Tomb and his
staff on that connectivity portion. If you want to
put this whole thing together, everybody must put
his share of dollars in the pot. That's what’s going
to make it fly. But to answer your question, the
architecture does that.

Question. I have two questions. One concerns the
pre-nuclear environment, the other a nuclear
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environment. A Congressional report on false al-
erts raised the issue not only on the June and the
other high-level false alerts but the low-level glit-
ches in the system — some 3,000-0dd very common
glitches — apparently every month. I wonder if you
could address yourself to what we're doing about
those glitches, if we can do anything? The other
question is: How survivable, in your estimation, is
NORAD in a nuclear environment — Cheyenne
Mountain itself?

Powers. Let me answer the last question first.
There is data that tells what that survivability fac-
tor is, but I can’t discuss it at this particular time.
We do have classified data, describing how hard
the Mountain is, depending on various scenarios,
megatonnage, impact points, those kinds of things.
One of the things we're doing is building what we
call a’backup facility’ in the Colorado Springs
area. That's so that if the Mountain is out, the CINC
will have the capability to, at least, give an attack
assessment. A lot of people say, ‘“well, what are you
doing putting it in Colorado Springs? Why isn’t it
in New York?" Well, if the CINC is sleeping at two
o’clock in the morning, there's no way he’s going to
get from Colorado Springs to New York to do that
attack assessment. He's got two, two-and-a-half to
three minutes to get from his quarters to his com-
mand center and make the assessment. So that’s
what we’re doing in that regard.

Asfar as the other anomalies: that’s true, there
are a few. Radars are affected by ducting. Infrared
satellites experience various other kinds of prob-
lems due to the atmosphere and due to solar
effects. But that’s why we at NORAD, when we
make that attack assessment, take all those things
into account. And that’s the job of the staff that
supports CINCNORAD.
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Question. General, I get bothered by the notion
that we can even expect to assess an attack to any
useful extent. We might be grossly misleading our-
selves trying to do something which may very well
be impossible. From a Soviet perspective, it strikes
me that preplanning could well extend through
two waves, or say, seven or eight hours of an initial
attack. How might they approach it? Besides try-
ing to take out the command and control, I would
expect them to try to grossly mislead our efforts to
assess an attack. Is it a reasonable expectation to
assess something prior to the landing or waves of
missiles during the first day? How do we take
account of Soviet deception and various ways of
attack and preplanning in trying to assess an at-
tack? Canwedoit?

Powers. You know, if I givea “‘yes” or “‘no”
answer to that question [ get in trouble, and if I give
you a “maybe”” I sound dumb. I really don’t know
the true answer to a question of that sort. We can
only do the best we can with the tools we’ve got. We
can do a better job if those things funded in the
President’s budget on C* become a reality.

Question. Can you give us an indication of the
time budget for the various stages of attack assess-
ment from the first indications of something funny
happening to the time that it gets to the NCA?

Powers. That’s commonly referred to as the time
line and basically that is classified. But, generi-
cally, the NORAD portion is that first two or three
minutes to give warning, with the ‘il end of that
being an attack assessment. From there it goes to
the National Command Authority who acts on the
attack assessment information given to him by
CINCNORAD.
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Vice Director
Joint Strategic Connectivity Staff

ickinson. As we began to concentrate on

the system approach to improving our

overall connectivity, it became apparent

that we would benefit greatly from hav-
ing a full time group outside of Washington that
could devote itself to the problem — the architec-
ture, the procedures involved, and the way the pro-
cedures are executed in various command centers
and throughout the system. Therefore, a little over
ayear ago, the Joint Strategic Connectivity Staff
was organized. Its Director is one hat of CINCSAC,
but the Deputy Director has the full time responsi-
bilities. That is Admiral Paul Tomb. His assistance
to the Joint Chief's of Staff, for whom the Connec-
tivity Staff works, has been invaluable in address-
ing the problem of improving C3 connectivity and
system operation for the nuclear forces.

Tomb. Yesterday, General Stansberry men-
tioned several vital strategic forces, and Admiral
Catola mentioned the B-1 and the MX. I assure you
1am also interested in the Trident submarine and

the Polaris-Poseidon missiles in all aspects of stra-
tegic connectivity, from the tactical warning/
attack assessment stage that General Powers
addressed, to feeding that information to tife NCA,
which General Scowcroft addressed, to giving that
information back to the CINCs, to getting it out t¢
the men and women who carry out the mission.
We've talked about scenarios before this and

I assure you that my favorite scenario is peace; I
am here to make sure that deterrence works. If it
doesn’t work, then we can do our jobs as military
people. But I know of no military man who wants
to gotowar. -

I’'m not a communicator by trade; I'm an opera-
tor. The Joint Strategic Connectivity Staff ensures
operator input to the connectivity problem, to help
make sure that operators can carry out their mis-
sion reliably and effectively. And that includes
both delivering and not delivering a weapon.

The Joint Strategic Connectivity Staff {s com-
posed of 22 people: 20 work for me, I'm the 21st,
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and I work for the 22nd. My boss is General Bennie
Davis, who is CINCSAC. It’s a small organization:
13 officers, 5 enlisted men, and 4 civilians. We have
an Operations section, a Systems section, and an
Analysis section.

The Operations section goes out to see how the
different command centers operate their equip-
ment, what the procedures are, what facilities they
have, what the operator errors are, how we can
help operators do a better job. The Systems section
(I call them the communicators) look at how we can
best establish the connectivity links necessary to
our mission. The Analysis section looks at improve-
ments suggested either by us or by the unified,
specified commanders to see how they will affect
connectivity.

We then make a recommendation to the chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs, General Jones. General
Davis, CINCSAC, works directly for General Jones
in this role, and we have a very short response ex-
change. When General Jones wants something, he
usually tells General Davis or General Dalton, the
Director of the Joint Staff, or he may call General
Dickinson. Somehow we get tasking, often by
phone, hopefully by written transmission of some
sort, and we get on with the problem. I work very
closely with General Powers. I attend the Advisory
Group meetings in Colorado Springs and we work
closely with the TW/AA section of the connectivity
issue. Generally speaking, the overall strategic
command, control and communications require-
ments are set up in Presidential Directive 53.

A survivable communications system
is a necessary component of our deter-
rent posture for defense. In support of
national security policy, the nation’s
telecommunications must provide for
connectivity between the National
Command Authority and strategic and
other appropriate forces to support
flexible execution of retaliatory strikes
during and after an enemy attack.

With this directive as a starting point, the first
question that should be addressed is ‘““What consti-
tutes strategic connectivity?"’ Let me give you the
explanation we use at Offutt Air Force Base, which
has been pretty well accepted throughout the
Department of Defense (see Figure 1).

The lead element is Attack Detection, which in-
cludes warning, intelligence, and reconnaissance.
Attack Detection starts the process. Satellites
and ground-based radars must provide detailed,

unambiguous warning information and provide it
quickly and accurately.

Next is the Attack Characterization or Attack
Assessment. After receiving the detection inputs,
the North American Defense Command Missile
Warning Center must analyze the attack to provide
the National Command Authority (NCA) with both
warning and assessment information. Of course,
we're vitally interested in the warning aspect first,
the attack assessment information second. We
would like to know when we are under attack pri-
marily, and then secondly, where that attack has
been directed, if we can detect it or determine it.

Whether the warning time provided by NORAD
is adequate depends on circumstances not entirely
under U.S. control. For example, one factor is the
proximity of the Russian submarines to our Atlan-
tic Coast. The time of flight of missiles from those
submarines is less than 15 minutes from break-
water to impact on the Washington D.C. area. So
we have some concern about how much reaction
time we have. The short SLBM flight times also
affect the length of time available for the third ele-
ment of connectivity — the decision-making proc-
ess that General Scowcroft referred to. Time could
be very short. He referred to less than 10 minutes.
Obviously, it’s less than 10 minutes if the time of
flight is less than 15 minutes because you must
detect the launch of the missile, analyze that infor-
mation, relay the information back to the National
Command Authority through the connectivity
links, and then give him some time to make a deci-
sion. If, in fact, the National Command Center is
under attack, you must do all of that before the
Center itself is destroyed.

Attack Assessment information must be
weighed, attack and response options evaluated,

\
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authorities with a closed-door capability to man-
age forces during a conflict.
But to do this, the C*I network must be surviv-

and the correct decisions made. Then we become
concerned with the fourth element of strategic

connectivity: an emergency action message must
be formatted and disseminated. We must format

» @
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: able, enduring and, in many cases, two-way. Warn- o
A what the President, the NCA, says into an action ing, intelligence and force status information must ;-f]
L~ message to go out to the operating Commanders- be continuously provided to the nuclear CINCs and s
in-Chief, the war-fighting to the NCA. The multi- hx

commanders, who can tude of facilities, systems PR

then relay that informa- and procedures required

tion back to the operat- 3y to support this strategic

ing forces — the :i‘leot in C3I SYStems must conngcl:’t(;vity networkgis

debomber themunin | have several qualities: | sompliencdandeny

skipper of the Polaris- smivabﬂity ’ all the qualities that

Poseidon Trident subma- , : would be needed to su

rine. So the key links in cndura'bths port the NCA or the ”

the numerooscompo. flexibility, o they could enoare aur-

nents of the National responSiVCﬁ&S vival of their forces or

Military Command Sys- | - d . dibﬂi , provide direction and

tem, including the nu- ang crea tY- control.

clear CINCs and their R The system is out-

Command Posts, both : standing in a peacetime

static and airborne. environment. We use it

The fifth element is the execution of the National
Command Authority’s decision. Here responsive-
ness is critical. Unless all elements of our nuclear
Triad receive the message prior to impact of Soviet
reentry vehicles (RVs) we risk losing large seg-
ments of our retaliatory forces. Systems such as
the Joint Chiefs Alerting Network, the JCSAN, the
Improved Emergency Message Automatic Trans-
mission System, the IEMATS, the Air Force (Satel-
lite Communications System, the Emergency
Rocket) Communications System (ERCS), and the
ground and airborne LF/VLF systems, among oth-
ers, currently provide the connectivity to our forces.

Once initial execution is complete, we must have
sufficient feedback data (the sixth element of stra-
tegic connectivity) to evaluate not only the effects
of our retaliatory attack on the enemy but also our
own ability to continue the war. Satellite recon-
naissance missions, reconnaissance vehicles, and
supporting communications will be needed to ful-
fill this sixth requirement of connectivity.

Finally (the seventh element), we need communi-
cations in the trans- and postattack period to re-
constitute our national assets, (including surviving
forces), to redistribute our resources, to retarget,
and to replan the use of our forces as required. This
complicated cycle is then repeated until hostilities
are terminated. We believe this strategic con-
nectivity concept provides the national command

often. It’s reliable, dedicated and fast, very respon-
sive. In wartime and under stress conditions, there
are certain aspects we have to work on.

For the C*I systems to effectively support the
objectives of the United States, they must have
several qualities. These qualities are: survivability,
endurability, flexibility, responsiveness, and credi-
bility. Maybe we could add some others or modify
the wording a bit, but those are the qualities we
need. When designing and building a system, we
try to maximize these qualities within the bounds
of technology. We often find that these qualities
conflict with one another.

Survivability means that the functions provided
by the system will remain after facing any threat:
nuclear attack, thunderstorms or whatever. That
system has to work. Several systems support each
function and our survivability should be centered
around the function rather than any specific
system.

Endurability means that the function must con-
tinue throughout all phases of a conflict. If a con-
flict occurs we need endurability through the
transattack and into the postattack period. We
must provide our decision makers with the capa-
bility to understand what is happening to our na-
tion, and give them the capability to respond
accordingly. Endurability applies to all seven ar-
eas of the strategic network I discussed earlier.
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Flexibility is probably the hardest quality to
achieve. The C* system must be able to respond toa
wide range of operations. Often the requirements
of one mission affect the ability to perform an-
other. So decisions must be made based on invest-
ment versus desired flexibility. Flexibility is the
area where system developments tend to get gold
plated. It is hard for the person stating the require-
ments to know exactly where this threshold lies
when the technical world continues to push for one
piece of equipment that does everything. There is
always some capability available just over the next
hill, just beyond the next dollar, just one month
away, if we could only wait. But waiting tends to
drive the cost into the nonaffordable arena, or the
avallablhty into an outyear. Notwithstanding, our
C3 systems must possess flexnblllty

Systems must be responsive, or available for use
when required They must accomplish their de-
signed mission. General Powers was asked a ques-
tion about time lines — the C? systems must deliver
warning information to the National Command
Authority as rapidly as possible, since that infor-
mation will be used in the evaluation process to
reach a momentous decision in a matter of min-
utes. It must be absolutely accurate. Here again we
see a conflict. When building responsiveness into
our systems, we have a difficult time integrating
all the desired qualities because high speed,
computer-generated information is vulnerable to
almost all aspects of a dedicated attack.

This leads directly to the last quahty that I will
discuss: credibility. Whatever our C* systems look
like, however they function or whatever media
they use, they must have credibility to the user, to
our enemies and potential enemies. The NCA and
its commanders, at all levels, must be able to be-
lieve the data that our systems produce. Ambigu-
ous or false information quickly renders a system
nonfunctional and places an unholy burden on the
decision maker as to credibility of the information.

The enemy must know the credibility of our sys-
tem is absolute. If the C* system is to be the key
element for deterrence, as I think President
Reagan recognized in his speech of 2 October 1981,
it must be survivable, endurable, flexible, respon-
sive, and credible. I issue all of you a challenge to
help our nation develop the strongest connectivity
network possible.

Question. Admiral, you said that unless weapons
systems receive their instructions before enemy
warheads strike, we risk losing a large fraction of
our retaliatory forces, and later you said that a

momentous decision would have to be reachedin a
matter of minutes. This means launch under attack
really, doesn’tit? Is our system really that
vulnerable?

Tomb. One of the major legs of our Triad is our
bomber force and we have to get the bomber force
airborne for it to survive.

Question continued. I see, so you're really refer-
ring to the bombers.

Tomb. Yes sir.

Teller. I am pretty sure that I'm not allowed to
ask the question.

Tomb. This is still a free society, Dr. Teller.

Teller. Not necessarily — I refer to the limita-
tions imposed on all of us by security. If  may
make a little speech: it is really intolerable that
security prohibits us from communicating with
each other about things we are absolutely sure the
Soviets already know. Why that is security is not
clear to me. Could you remark on a question that to
me seems extremely important: “What is the opti-
mal way to communicate with the submarines?”

Tomb. Submarines at sea?

Teller. Submarines under the sea!

Tomb. It has to be a network. It can’t be a system.

Teller. Which do you prefer, if any?

Tomb. Under what scenario?

Teller. We are attacked and we want to tell the
submarines what to do. I would prefer to not just
tell the submarines “Shoot.” I would also like to
tell them whatever we know at the moment about
Soviet submarines or any other pertinent data.
How, in an emergency, do we communicate with all
worldwide deployed submarines?

Tomb. One way is the extremely low-frequency
(ELF)capability. That is not a good message trans-
mission vehicle, but it is a very good bell ringer like
the JCSAN, the Joint Alerting Network. The way
ELF operates is to send out a continuous signal,
always transmitting a message. Any loss of that
signal will, in fact, be a message saying, “‘Change
your communications status. Try another route to
copy a message.’’ Obviously, if we are disseminat-
ing some type of hostility message, we would try to
getitout on the ELF system. We would try to trans-
mit it, but the data rate is very slow. So the only
way you would not get that message out on ELF is
if the ELF station were annihilated, wiped out. The
loss of that message would tell the submarine com-
mander that he must try another method.

The next most reliable method would be the VLF,
which is either wire, underwater loop, or a buoy.
Those three antennas could be used to try to send
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the information on a VLF system. If that doesn't
work, the sub would have to come to the surface.
The commander would not surface the submarine;
he would put an autenna out above the surface and
communicate via the FLTSAT, SSIXS satellite,
which is the Submarine Systems Intelligence Ex-
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General Dickinson alluded to the hardening of the
E-4B National Emergency Airborne Command
Post (NEACP; pronounced kneecap). He also men-
tioned getting a large fleet of them. I take one ex-
ception to what General Scowcroft said. He said
“with the NCA on NEACP.” There are two very

change System. critical assets that must

The commander would exist for us to wage a war
also try HF. Ships at sea or respond effectively to
copy all broadcasts. Once awar threat: the NEACP
they get a war message, and the NCA. But they
anincreased hostilities - Man will don’t necessarily have to
message or increased S TN be in the same vehicle.
DEFCON status, they commit our country They have to be in com-
transmit this message by ¢ At O munication with each
high frequency. The sub- to Whatev_er other so that the NCA can
marine would come near we do; utilize the NEACP as the
the surface, extend one of | - . « oy platform from which he
its radio antennas, and - computers won't. transmits information
copy the HF message. and orders, and through
That mobile HF relay which he receives infor-
system has been tested in mation back. The NEACP
the Atlantic Fleet under can perform that mission
Admiral Train and has very well.

been very effective. Downstream, we will have
EHF on our submarines. That is essentially what
the submarine would use. Does that answer your
question, Doctor Teller?

Teller. I would have liked you to go even further
but Imight try to talk to you privately.

Tomb. All right, be glad to.

Question. Admiral, regarding the seven elements
of strategic connectivity, General Powers’ problem
with the tactical warning and assessment module
of the system seems to lend itself to technological
solution, the integration of sensors, and so on. That
information is then fused and transmitted to the
rest of the system. Going back to what General
Scowcroft said, we're transmitting a great deal of
information from that warning module and a great
number of judgments must be made. He caused me
some concern when he said that an important
ingredient is the dispersed, prioritized, decision-
making module of the various command posts —
the airborne command post and others. Where will
the decision be made? There tends to be this lack of
willingness on the part of the Executive branch, or
the NCA, to find out whether the operational
responsiveness is correct under various scenarios.
Could you describe what we're doing to respond to
the problem that General Scowcroft referred to?

Tomb. I can’t describe what is going on in the
White House but I can describe what we are doing.

Comment. 1 do think there is dedication in this
Administration to do better in the exercise area.

Comment. Well, after all, the purpose of this
whole network is to extend the reach of the Presi-
dent’s nervous system — the synapses, the
decision-making process in his brain — to the as-
sets available. Improved C3I will allow him to do
that quicker and more reliably and will minimize
the judgment factor based on unknowns.

Tomb. We'll never minimize the judgment fac-
tor. We can, however, provide more information on
which to base a judgment.

Comment. I would like to make one additional
comment on this subject, so that there is no misun-
derstanding by those who are not familiar with this
system. Computers do not make decisions in this
system. Computers sometimes assist people to
rapidly process some of their information, but
every bit of that information is checked back by
voice, very fast, in secure voice communications,
from the sensor to the NORAD command post to
the decision maker, and so on. Very definitely, the
prime method of going around that loop is still by
voice communications. It is not computers talking
to computers.

Tomb. Man will commit our country to whatever
we do; computers won't.

Question. Sir, regarding your six C3 qualities:
Idon't know who could disagree with them, but
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can we assign quantitative numbers to them? How
hard is hard — 15 psi, 30W per square centimeter?
What is credible? Can we define that to the point
where we can write a set of specifications, give
them to a contractor and let him build that system
without paying out our total gross national
product?

Tomb. The Defense Nuclear Agency is consider-
ing that. About two months ago they withdrew
their paper that provided hard figures on that. It
made our job a little harder. I don’t think we can
choose between a probability of one or zero regard-
ing connectivity in the context of our national sur-
vival. It must be one. But it doesn’t have tobe aone
on every system. You must ensure that tactical
warning data gets to the NCA, whether by landline,
satellite, hardwire, or motorcycle; it has to get
there and it has to be reliable, rapid, and credible,
and we must have the flexibility to use it. So, to
answer your question: no, I can’t give you a num-
ber, but the Defense Nuclear Agency is working on
that now and I hope they will come up with a num-
ber. And “‘hard”, as you know, refers not only to
resistance to blast damage but also to EMP (elec-
tromagnetic pulse) effects, high altitude bursts,
sabotage — all manner of threats to our fragile
systems. All of those must be addressed.

My staff is working very closely with AT&T and
ITT. When they start working on long lines they tell
us what they are working on and what they are
designing that system to do. That allows us to com-
ment on whether this or that particular switching
gear, landline, or mode of connectivity is hard
enough to meet the needs we can project for the
near future,

Question. Admiral, I notice that your slide is
labeled “‘Military Strategic Connectivity.” Earlier
today we discussed the possible situation wherein
an evolving crisis may be of strategic importance
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to the United States, but which would not involve
our main strategic systems. To what extent does
your office worry about communications needs in
an ever-tightening crisis situation for which it is
not yet appropriate to use our strategic forces?

Tomb. We're extremely concerned about it. One
of our survivable links in strategic connectivity is
the airborne link, since it is mobile, airborne, and
uses aircraft-to-aircraft UHF capability. As you
stress the system, the tensions rise. At a certain
DEFCON posture you get those birds airborne.
Those planes have only 8 to 10 hours of fuel aboard.
Then you have to bring them down or refuel them
in the air. Once the line is broken, there are prob-
lems in transcontinental connectivity.

Powers. If a crisis arose in which the rapid
deployment force needed to be used, would any of
the communications and connectivity cycle be
involved in using those forces?

Tomb. Offhand, I'd say no, but General Dickin-
son can address that better. I'm strictly in the stra-
tegic arena. I'm not in the tactical theater.

Dickinson. Strategic nuclear, I think is the word,
and not the theater and tactical systems. My office
handles both of those. I have two deputies. One on
the theater and tactical side, the other on the stra-
tegic, intercontinental nuclear side. For most pur-
poses, they are basically separate systems. The
strategic side discussed here today has to function
in a few minutes with high reliability and so on, but
does not have many of the complications that
theater and tactical have. That's a whole other sub-
ject in command, control and communications
systems.
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Question and Answer Period

omment. I'm with the National Communi-
cations Systems staff. I've listened to the
symposium for a day and a half now, and
when we talk about C* — at least here,
and generally in the community as well — we tend
to talk about the strategic connectivity problem,
the NCA connectivity problem, and the strategic
forces. Very seldom do we talk about the problem
of connectivity to conventional forces, which is
just as real a problem in nuclear warfare. When-
ever you start addressing the problems of how the
President does his other jobs, it even gets a little
shakier — in fact, sometimes we don’t even discuss
it atall; and that’s been the case here, except for
happenstance. As I view our future architectural
and C problems, the problem of dealing with all
the aspects of the communications has tremendous
scope.
There are architectures underway in the NORAD
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arena; there are architectures that Admiral Tomb
is working on. Architectures are also being worked
on by the Federal Emergency Management Agency,
the intelligence community, GSA — all designed to
provide communications for various parts of the
Federal Government. Look at the size of the prob-
lem: we have to come up with an endurable archi-
tecture to do all the functions to allow this country
not only to get into a nuclear war but to win a nu-
clear war, and survive as a national entity. As I
observe what'’s going on in the community, I really
don’t see a lot of activity taking place to pool all
this together in some sort of endurable architec-
ture that we can present to the Congress, which
controls the funds, that would give our legislators
an accurate picture of what our national require-
ments are. For the National Communications
Systems staff, [ would have to say that’s our job;
but we just started in the past 6 to 12 months to
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Session III - Question and Answer Period

look at it in a serious manner. The best way to do
that job, whether at the national or a subordinate
level, is in question. Someone has to come up witha
solution. I look to this community to provide us
with advice.

Tomb. I'm not doing any architecture study. I
asked DCA and NCS to look at that last November,
and I haven’t gotten anything yet. In fact, I just
cancelled a 1.2-million dollar study effort, because
General Powers is doing one for the TW/AA effort
and I need an architecture.

Comment continued. I understood that. That’s
why I made that reference. I assumed you were in
charge and that they were working for you.

Powers. We've got Mr. Grimes coming next week
from the NCS. We'll see what he wants to take on.

Question. I have a question for the Admiral. Let's
assume that I am an SSBN commander who just
had my bell rung, and I come up and begin getting a
message, and after a minute or two the message is
broken. I presume that something major is afoot,
and that something is expected of me but Idon't
hear for a day or two. AmI to assume that there’s
just been a minor microchip glitch somewhere, or
that everything has been blown to bits and that I
should begin lining up Red Square? Can you assure
me that I'm going to have some way of getting the
proper information in time to do something?

Tomb. You mean you lost ELF? I don’t under-
stand how you got your bell rung to start with.

Question continued. Okay, the ELF lets me know
that there’s been a change, and you want to give me
alonger message with very intricate directions.
I've been getting that message through other
means, and suddenly that message is broken up. I
don’t know whether it’s just a probleni with the
system, or whether I'm to assume that everything
has been blown to bits and that’s why I'm not hear-
ing from you. My question is, as a commander with
some weapons at my disposal, how am1 to deter-
mine which of those two problems it is when the
stakes are so high?

Tomb. There is a procedure you go through. It’s
in your patrol order. Each missile submarine CO
has a patrol order specifying what procedure he
goes through; I can’t go into it now. But it’s a defi-
nite series of steps. If you've lost communications
in this manner, you go to the next step, and the
next, and so on until you can deterine what action
to take.

Question continued. But if I have no further
communications, if all systems have failed, what is
the end of all this? I mean, is there a point at which

I have to make a decision; do I go to Bali and repro-
pagate? Is that it? I'm assuming that the system
didn’t survive — that all the C? systems have left
me out there cold. I'm not hearing from anybody,
and here I am 8,000 miles from Washington. Am I
to assume that my basic systems have been blown
up, or that there's just a minor glitch somewhere
that will be fixed, and I'll be hearing from you soon?

Tomb. Are you driving at the question: Can the
CO launch his missile when he gets ready?

Question continued. That too.

Tomb. No, he’s not going to do that.

Question. I think my question is for CAZ. How
much attention have the Soviets given to their stra-
tegic communication command system, and how
would you evaluate it?

Zraket. Other panelists might want to comment
on that. I would say, in general, I think they've
given a lot of attention to it. It's a very good system.

Dickinson. They put a tremendous amount of
resources into it. They have large numbers of exer-
cises, with top levels involved. That’s probably
about all I can say.

Question. I'm a layman here. I wonder whether
somebody up there could explain in a little more
detail the difference between transattack (Phase II)
and postattack (Phase III), and why the systems
could survive Phase I but not Phase I1I.

Dickinson. Let's take the first half hour of the
conflict. You can have early weapons from the
SLBMs. They’re limited in number and they come
from the water areas and toward the center of a
country. Later, after about 30 minutes, you can
have ICBMs, bringing very widespread, very messy
damage. In the period after that you begin to get
fallout problems, but you also begin to have some
time to reconstitute, if you have anything or any-
one left to do it. Airborne assets, by their mobility
(assuming they can get airborne), are fairly surviv-
able during those early stages. At some point they
obviously run low and need aerial refueling, and
tankers have to pick up more fuel, and so on. That
kind of endurance will last a few days at most.
From that point on you have to take some other
approach to the system, depending on how massive
the damage is.

Scowcroft. I think one of the key points is that
aircraft and satellites are survivable over varying
periods, but probably not enduring. I think that’s
the fundamental difference.

Tombh. Being an ol 'sailcr, I'd say ships are
pretty .rvivable ~ _cykeep talking about air-
borne as.:t- anc  ‘ound mobile — we are
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looking at putting some capability on ships, not
Navy ships particularly, but a ship that can travel
inland waterways and the coastal waters. They can
sustain the feeding, the maintenance, operator
personnel, and still have the capability to commu-
nicate with the command forces. So it’s not neces-
sarily a submarine or a combat warship; it could be
an old rusty Liberty ship that can use some of the
waterways we have available. Its mobility mukes it
nontargetable per se, and you can have that capa-
bility readily available to the National Command
Authority.

Question. There seems to be a great deal of spec-
ulation, some informed and some not so, about the
effects on communications of a high yield atmo-
spheric detonation. Lacking empirical knowledge,
thank God, how sure can we be of the realistic con-
sequences that are likely and that might have to be
coped with?

Zraket. First, I think it’s worth noting that the
problem with satellites is somewhat different from
the problem with aircraft, and both differ from the
problem with ground-based electronic systems.
It’s very uncertain, I think, what’s going to happen
to ground systems. We have very little empirical
data to go by, and the conjecture is that it’s going to
be very bad, so bad that we shouldn’t worry about
it. I think the only answer here is that we've got to
go to more surface-mobile and air-mobile systems
that are small enough that we can shield them
against such effects. We" also got todoa lot more
testing, especially with respect to effects on satel-
lites. I think there’s a general feeling in the commu-
nity that with the expenditure of lots of money one
can design and shield these systems against EMP
effects, but L also think there’s a fear of that Pan-
dora’s box, because the bill may be too high. Soiit's
asomewhat uncertain situation. I don’t feel as pes-
simistic about it as a lot of other people do. I think
that with a good test programming simulated EMP,
modest expenditures of money and well designed
C31 systems we could offset most of the problem, or
at least the perception of the problem.

Comment. A follow-on to that last comment on
HEMP. That’s an issue that’s been looked at pretty
hard at the national level. I think it’s fair to say that
the President’s scientific advisor, Director of
OSDP, is taking that on this year as a priority pro-
ject, to examine the whole issue of that particular
threat and get some consensus in the national sci-
entific community out of which we can develop a
strategy to treat the threat after we better define it.

SessionIII . Question and Answer Period

Dickinson. So that there is no misunderstanding,
you are not speaking in the context of the threat to
the DOD system. There is no question about that in
the knowledgeable community’s mind. You are
speaking of the threat to the national communica-
tions system, the Bell system and so on.

Question. The MX MPS concept was basically
derived, I believe, to provide survivability. With
the President’s decision to base the MX in silos,
apparently much of that survivability would be
reduced. Taking this, along with the President’s
decision to improve command and control sys-
tems, I'm wondering if there's an underlying deci-
sion here to support the concept of launch under
warning?

Scowcroft. I wouldn't come to that conclusion at
all. There may be many things behind this particu-
lar MX decision. I think there is no indication how-

ever that a launch-under-warning theory is behind it.

Zraket. The analyses show it's really not a very
desirable course of action. Besides all the dangers
of overdoing it, even the efficiency of force use may
not be well served by such precipitous actinns. I've
never found any strong sympathy for launch under
warning from the perspective of force ef{c ctive-
ness among the people who have studied the prob-
lem in depth.

Dickinson. I'd like to conclude with just a very
brief remark. I think the most important point I'd
like to make about the command, control, com-
munication, associated sensors and intelligence
system, is that it is a system and it’s a system prob-
lem, and I think that should be evident from the
discussions today. It’s got to be approached, fixed,
and improved from that viewpoint. Secondly, I
very strongly second the point Charlie (Zraket)
made: that a reliable, hardened command, control,
communications and intelligence system is the key
to safety. It's the key to stabilization of crisis situa-
tions, and it’s the key to deterrence. It's an absolute
must from all those points of view because any
potential enemy just simply must not believe that
he could decapitate the system and have a cheap
ride. We've got to have a capability that is abso-
lutely convincing, so that there won't be that op-
portunity. To that end the session here, I hope, has
been very useful. We'd certainly appreciate advice,
assistance, suggestions. We don’t have the answers,
as Hank (Cooper) pointed out, to all the enduring
problems for the longer haul. We need bright ideas.
We need help. We need some of the kinds of think-
ing that have been evident in your questions.

113

.'-" g
RO Y SOy Y

'J




~ g8 Lua o aaty meu Euay poRe MUSE st uiie‘atiit daib- v M- bl e e S S S it et e = LT T T e T

alalaa

.
. e
e
—
L

LN

SessionlV
Strategic Nuclear
Policy Alternatives -

a Y

T
PRy

o
'
°]
Introduction: B
Dr.John L. McLucas 2
R
President of COMSAT World Systems Division “
g
%
4
e are dealing with difficult questions. We have gathered to find an- -'1
swers, to come to terms in some way with the various strategic possi- e
bilities that face us. In this session, we will examine strategic k
nuclear policy alternatives. My first thought on this issue was that .
we should be able to write down the alternatives, somehow prioritize them, and ey
get on with it. But then I thought that perhaps there are infinite alternatives, or at
2 least a large number. Some stand out in our minds. While some of these alterna- ey
3 tives certainly deserve our attention, others equally valuable may get neglected. o
2 One question we could deal with is whether the current administration’s policy ! ::_
(if there is one) on the use of nuclear weapons should be kept as is or modified. Our "o

first speaker is in a great position to deal with this kind of question. How much has
policy changed since Mr. Reagan came to Washington? The man I refer to is Jasper
Welch. He has all the academic credentials, awards and so on, that can be given to
a bright young Air Force officer. He's had training as a nuclear specialist. He’s
worked for the Department of Defense, the Air Force, and the White House — all
those places where people develop a wide range of backgrounds and interests. I
think that, in his job as head of the Studies and Analysis activity in Washington, he
has been exposed to as many issues and potential answers as anyone could be. Jas-
per, would you bring us up to date on where the administration stands with re-
spect to some of these policy alternatives.
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Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff

Research, Development and Acquisition

have found, in some years of working in the

area, that there are many points of view

regarding what is generally called strategic

nuclear policy. There is acquisition policy,
whichis concerned with what weapons and control
systems one actually purchases and deploys. There
is employment policy, which relates to the develop-
ment of war plans and targeting plans and how
forces might be operated. There is a heavy foreign
policy involvement, because our defense is very
tightly bound up in several alliances, both formal
and informal. The principal one of these, NATO, is
anuclear-bearing alliance. Then there is human
affairs policy, in which I would include both do-
mestic politics (public affairs in the ordinary sense
of the word) and something which the Carter ad-
ministration more explicitly recognized: the moral
force and ethical force of the United States in
world affairs generally. Some would add

o 'a - - . . . . - .
PRSI S I R - st LYRPCERPE I NN A S AT P VD

afifth — arms control policy. You can slice it that
way, but I think you would soon find that arms
control, in a way, has roots and subsets in foreign
affairs, military affairs and human affairs. So the
catechism is a little obscure on that point.

At any rate, those many elements are involved.
When some people talk about strategic nuclear
policy, they are thinking primarily about acquisi-
tion policy, and a little less so about employment
policy. The foreign policy aspects, in the United
States, are normally completely overlooked.
(That’s not true worldwide, I might say.) The man
on the street is, in fact, much more concerned
about human affairs and how his government is
thinking about human life.

The objective of all of this interest in strategic
nuclear policy is to survive and prosper in a dan-
gerous and uncertain world. Those of us who have
lived in Camelot don’t like to think it might end.
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But it might. In fact, the leading indicators, if you
will, when viewed against the broad sweep of his-
tory, would say that it very likely will end. It’s only
a question of when. So the question of surviving,
and indeed even prospering in this dangerous and
uncertain world has a lot of elements to it. There’s
aquestion of surviving in

in fact, we didn’t have any nuclear weapons for the
first years after World War 11. That was followed
by realization of the postwar geopolitical situa-
tion. We thought we had won the war for all times,
and allies were friends, but we soon found out that
wasn’t true. Then came the era when we started, as
described by Herman

the long term and that of Kahn with his marvelous
iving in the short . . hrase, “Thinking th
term, There’s a question The objective of inthinkable.”
of surviving instant all this interest Thenin the '60s there
death and surviving what . . were three interwoven,
I would call lingering n Strateglc disconnected, confound-
death due to economic . ing and conflicting
disruption or economic HUCleaf p Ohcy threads that ran simulta-
Sireive againet powertal is to survive McNarara's dilemma
sdilemma.
adversaries, and against and prosper On the one hand he was
eak adversaries who s fectly cl bout th
résort to such under- mna danger ous E:c:ueiieri;:nizrfzr ﬁﬁcle: r
handefi things as mass and uncertain World. weapons and the flexible
terrorism. We have to application thereof. He
survive independently, was alsoclear that he

as anation, and collec-

tively with the rest of the world. In the terms of the
oath many in this room have taken: we must sur-
vive, against all enemies foreign and domestic. So
that’s the objective, and the challenge of that
objective.

The history of nuclear policy starts before the
nuclear era. It started in the late 1930s in the sleepy
little town of Montgomery, Alabama, where the Air
Force tactical school developed the notion of stra-
tegic bombardment by air as a new and powerful
form of warfare that allowed one to attack an
adversary’s industrial centers without having to
plow through his armies first. That was indeed a
novel idea. They had a well developed theory and
neither the numbers nor kinds of airplanes or mu-
nitions with which to carry out that theory, but
that didn’t daunt them. They invented “damage
expectancy” in those days. They invented defense
suppression. They invented all the trappings and
paraphernalia, the CEPs and bias errors and all the
stuff we think is all so new.

The next major events were the two important
phases occurring during World War II: at the be-
ginning, the decision to embark upon the nuciear
weapons program, and then, at the end, the deci-
sion to employ them to end the war with Japan. The
next five years were characterized, I would say, by
aflirtation with nuclear abstinence. It's a not well
known, not very open, not very secret secret, that,

hadn't the foggiest idea
how to bound that requirement, and he didn’t like
that, so he went about inventing ways to bound the
sufficiency of nuclear weapons. That rhetoric has
led to no end of confusion about the matter. He
described the adequacy of the arsenal in terms of a
very modest task: a city-busting task.

The second thread involved the NATO alliance in
nuclear planning in a more and more formal way
and the revision of the NATO official doctrine and
all that went with that. That matter, which was of
great import to the Europeans, was hardly noticed
in the United States except in the halls of policy in
the State and Defense Departments. During that
same period the practicalities of nuclear weapons
employment finally got to people and the re-
nowned and hallowed SIOP was born, the Single
Integrated Operational Plan. If you've ever won-
dered why “single” is in there (not strategic,
merely “‘single”), it has to do with the fact that we
were having a warlord problem. Each Theater
Commander-in-Chief had his own plan for attack-
ing the Soviet Union with nuclear weapons. It
occurred to a few people that it might be useful if
they didn't all wind up at the same target at the
same time. I'll come back to that point later.

The end of the '60s was dominated by what I
would call the great intelligence gaps, of which
there were at least two of some import. The first
was the mistaken assumption that the Soviets were
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building an enormous active defense and were
quite satisfied with their offensive forces. History
has shown that just the opposite was true. The sec-
ond, which occurred very early on, was the think-
ing that, if boosters that big were being built, they
surely must be ICBMs — when they turned out, in
fact, to be IRBMs. That precipitated a lot of mis-
takes. There were a number of other things like
that, and there was a great deal of discord in the
'60s because of the conflicting misinformation and
bad information going about.

The next era in strategic policy was what I would
call the era of arms control euphoria, which lasted
from about 64 to '79 and can be broken into neat
five-year segments. There were five years of getting
started, and I date them from '64 because tkat was
when President Johnson announced, if I may be
allowed to paraphrase, “We could run and win an
arms race, but I have decided rather to put that
money in the Great Society and exercise restraint
and to look for sympathetic vibrations from the
Soviet Union in that restraint.” After some hiccups
with invasions of Czechoslovakia and the like we
got started in '69, and from 69 to '74 there was
great and, I think, very serious-minded progress in
many ways, some real treaties and a great deal of
enthusiasm. Then we spent ‘7410’79 in an era of
growing disenchantment and reawakened realism
as to the great difficulties of dealing with another
superpower in the same small world.

The next, and more obvious thing tha: happened
in the '70s was that employment policy went pub-
lic. The SIOP had been quite mysterious, and the
fact that there might be policy statements which
guided the development of the SIOP was even more
mysterious and secretive. But in January '74,
Schlesinger announced at a press conference, news
even for the insiders, that the presidential decision
with regard to a next round in the evolution of the
SIOP policy had been made — and gave a ten-page
explanation of it in his unclassified report to Con-
gress. This policy was repeated by Secretary
Brown in his January '80 report and again in the
summer of '80 when PD-59 went public. So we en-
tered a new era in public disclosure of employment
policy.

Against that background I would characterize
American strategic nuclear policy as having three
main thrusts. First off, it has been very, very evolu-
tionary. In fact, those of us who have been involved
in working the problem would, in frustration, usea
somewhat less gracious word sometimes. Second,
it has also been a very practical policy — not so

Maj. Gen. Jasper A. Welch, Jr., USAF

well noticed in America, I might say, but very heav-
ily noticed in Europe. It has never been the case
that the policy has radically outstripped the means
for implementing it. In fact, there has always been
very grave and careful attention in formulating
policy goals so as not to step out too far ahead of
what we thought we could attain.

That has been one of the biggest sources of inter-
nal bureaucratic infighting. How, on the one hand,
do we look forward, strive for a better way to sur-
vive and prosper in a dangerous and uncertain
world — but on the other hand, not kid ourselves
by pretending certain things are possible when
they are not. We would not be serving ourselves
nor the cause of deterrence, particularly if the doc-
uments were to become public inadvertently. So,
the matter of practicality is bedrock in American
strategic policy. The third element, I would think,
is that policy has been focused not on first strike,
not on aggression, but on deterrence and on the
alliance’s cohesion.

I promised myself some years ago that I would
never give even an informal talk on this general
subject without a little catechism on deterrence.
This is an aside, a commercial, but it is becoming
more and more clear to people, and I thought I
would share it with you.

When you talk about deterrence, if you really
want to be serious-minded about it, you have to ask
yourself some subsidiary questions. What regime
are you trying to deter? What is its character?
What might deter that regime? And what actions
which that regime might take are you trying to
deter by these forces and policy, as opposed to
other forces, other policies, other alliances, and so
forth? And under what circumstances are you try-
ing to deter them? Are you trying to deter themon a
bright sunshiny day like today? Or are you trying
to deter them in a deep crisis? Are you trying to
deter an attack on the United States after Europe,
Japan, and the Middle East have fallen? These
things make big differences . Those are the kinds of
questions you must ask yourself to be serious-
minded about deterrence.

I'd like to close by listing what I think are five
issues that define the practical current alterna-
tives within nuclear policy. I will then juxtapose
these five real issues against four somewhat arbi-
tary, what I would call pseudo-issues, or non-
issues, and say why I think they are non-issues.

Of the real issues that I think define the current
alternatives and shape them, the first that comes to
my mind is strategic defense — including active
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defense, ballistic missile defense, air breathing
defense, old fashioned civil defense, and new fash-
ioned civil defense, continuity of government, and
all of that. With the euphoria associated with the
ABM treaty, and certain propensities on the part of
McNamara'’s staff to not buy anything they felt
they didn’t have to, which included air defense
interceptors, strategic defense fell into disrepair.
This administration has made a conscious, deliber-
ate and across-the-board effort to revitalize strate-
gic defense. I think that is something new, and its
full dimensions have yet to appear.

The second issue has to do with nuclear weapons
in regional conflict — the pertinence, or relevance,
of nuclear weapons either in casting a shadow or in
actual use in a regional conflict, that is, in areas
that are not part of a central strategic exchange.
The European situation has been resolved, in the
sense that we will both have large standing forces
in Europe and have well integrated policies in that
area. In the other areas there have been attempts to
deal with that issue but there remains much yet
todo.

The third issue is a question of protracted con-
flict capabilities — that is, the ability to deal with
along, drawn-out nuclear war. In the style of
Herman Kahn, if you think there is nothing worse
than a nuclear strike, try two, separated by a
month or so. That is really a lot worse. This issue is
coupled with strategic defense, because to have
strategic defense, to evacuate and try to have some
recovery, you must absolutely deter that second
strike a month from now. Or else you might as well
not bother. Thus, protracted conflict and strategic
defense are firmly and logically connected.

The fourth issue is the question of arms reduc-
tions. Will we be able to get reductions or not? That

PRI Ar M e e - e it AR LN A S A At hr-a Reen g

is a very open issue in everybody’s mind. The rest
of the policy issues take on a radically different
character at really lower levels of nuclear arms.

Then 1 think the final issue is what I would call
“survival over the long haul” — by which I mean
essentially some 30 or 50 years. It is this issue that
deals with the question of how you balance the
strength of the economy against the strength of the
current military forces.

The pseudo-issues, I would say, include, first,
“Do you want flexibility in the weapons arsenal ?”
I think that's a non-issue. I know of no responsible
person who is serious about having inflexibility in
all of its logical extremes.

The second one is the buuget. Now that may
sound funny, and it's certainly true that strategic
weapons systems cost a bundle of money — even
one-one hundredth of one percent of one year’s
worth of one system is a bundle of money to me.
But nonetheless, in the framework of the overall
budget, it has not been true, and it will not be true,
in the foreseeable future, that the defense budget
of the United States would be dominated by its
nuclear component. Indeed, the GNP of the United
States will not be dominated by its defense budget.
So that is not an issue — the budget does not con-
flict with survival over the long haul.

The third non-issue is NATO alliance participa-
tion in nuclear matters. They're in; they're going to
be in. You can’t get them out. There is a lot of work
being done in managing their participation but
their participation is not at issue.

Finally, just to wind up the non-issue list on an
absurd note, you can't put the nuclear genie back
in the bottle. Talk about a non-nuclear utopiais an
impractical discussion.
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might tell you the story about the great Soviet

parade that occurs every November. The mis-

siles go by the reviewing stand first, then

come the tanks and the various other equip-
ment, and finally there’s this little contingent of
men in gray suits and neckties. Brezhnev turns to
the fellow next to him and says, “What, comrade,
are those people doing in the parade, and who are
they?” The answer is, “Those are the arms control
analysts and civilian specialists.” Brezhnev says,
‘“What in the world are they doing in the parade?”
And he’s told, “You'd be surprised at how much
damage they can do.”

That’s often the prevailing view of the role of
arms control in strategic policy. But it does point
out something very important: that political fac-
tors deserve a very important place in the security
parade, more so perhaps than we've allowed in the
last two days. And one of the problems with arms
control in this current period of disarray is that

IRt

sometimes it’s gotten ahead of the parade rather
than being an integral part. Part of the disarray
that we're seeing in arms control now is deserved.
There has been a tendency in the recent past to
have arms control for its own sake, rather than as
part of security policy.

Let me just give you one example. In 1977, we
launched talks on removing our forces from the
Indian Ocean. At the saine time we were increasing
our dependence on Persian Gulf oil from about
3,000,000 to 6,000,000 barrels a day, or nearly half
of our total energy oil imports. That was clearly
not a very well advised arms control proposal.
There are others with which I will not belabor you.
So, some of the reaction against arms control has
been justified.

One problem that we've seen in the last decade
has been the fact that SALT, the strategic arms
control component, was made the centerpiece of
detente, of a whole attitude toward how to deal
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